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attaining the age of 70 years. If such justice or judge retires after
having served as a justice or judge of either the aforementioned
courts for a period or periods aggregating 10 years or more, whether
continuously or not, he shall receive annually in equal monthly in-
stallments, during the remainder of his life, a sum equal to such
proportion of the salary received by such justice or judge at the
date of such retirement as the total of his aggregate years of serv-
ice bears to the period of 16 years, the same to be paid by the
United States in the same manner as the salaries of the aforesald
Justices and judges: Provided, however, That in no event shall the
sum received by any such justice or judge hereunder be in excess
of the salary of such justice or judge at the date of such retire-
ment.

Sec. 2. In computing the years of service under this act service
in either of the aforesaid courts shall be included whether such
service be continuous or not and whether rendered before or after
the enactment hereof. The terms “retire” and “retirement” as
used in this act shall mean and include retirement, resignation,
failure of reappointment upon the expiration of the term of office
of an incumbent or removal by the President of the United States
upon the sole ground of mental or physical disability.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “An act relating to
the retirement of the justices of the Supreme Court of the
Territory of Hawaii and judges of the United States District
Court for the Territory of Hawaii.”

AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION
BILL

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Vice President may be authorized to affix his signa-
ture to the independent offices appropriation bill during the
recess of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and authority as requested is granted.
AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR TO

SUBMIT REPORTS

Mr., BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor may be authorized to submit
any report it may have ready to submit during the recess
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until
12 o’clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1 o’clock and 43

minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Moncay,
May 23, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate May 19 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1938
Socral SECURITY BOARD

Max William Stern, of California, to be Director of Infor-

mational Service in the SMmI Security Board.
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY
TO ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT

Lt. Col. Warner William Carr, Infantry, with rank from

October 1, 1937,
TO QUARTERMASTER CORPS

Maj. George Andrew Lockhart, Infantry, will rank from
August 1, 1935.

Capt. Joseph Conrad Odell, Infantry, with rank from Au-
gust 1, 1935.

PrROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY

Lt. Col. John Roy Douglas Matheson, Corps of Engineers,
to be colonel from May 17, 1938.

Maj. Willlam Gaston Simmons, Cavalry, to be lieutenant
colonel from May 17, 1938.

Capt. Henry Thomas Kent, Infantry, to be major from May
17, 1938.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, May 19, 1938

The House mei at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Our Father, we turn our prayer to the “mount of God,” for
it is stamped with a name that will outlive the mountain—
“the Lord will provide.” We praise Thee with grateful hearts,
for in Thee is the secret of a calm and cheerful confidence.
O Thou with whom there is no variableness, no weariness,
no shadow of furning, give us Thy guidance. We pray that
the warm glow of our sympathies may not fade, the arteries
of our souls harden, nor the red blood of brotherhood cease
to flow. May experience as well as precept teach us the need
and the glory of the Golden Rule. When we have pleasure,
may it be purified; when doubts, grant their solution; and
when ftroubles have left their traceries upon hearts and
hearthstones, merciful Lord, grant release. O Thou who dost
breathe upon the clouds and lift the shadows, may our coun-
try begin to round into the pathway of unshaded light.
Let in the morning sun. We need the power of the Most
High. In the name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the President of the
United States were communicated to the House by Mr. Latta,
one of his secretaries, who also informed the House that on
the following dates the President approved and signed a joint
resolution and bills of the House of the following titles:

On May 17, 1938:

H. J. Res. 599. Joint resolution to set apart public ground
for the Smithsonian Gallery of Art, and for other purposes;

H. R. 1258. An act for the relief of E. G. Briseno and Hector
Briseno, a minor;

H.R.4018. An act for the relief of Orville Ferguson;

H.R.5842. An act for the relief of John G. Edwards;

H. R. 5867. An act for the relief of Peter Wettern;

H.R.6062. An act for the relief of Harry P. Russell, a
minor;

H. R. 6708. An act for the relief of S. T. Roebuck;

H. R. 6780. An act for the relief of Mildred G. Yund;

H. R. 6885. An act for the relief of Ephriam J, Hicks;

H.R.7521. An act for the relief of Joe F. Pedlichek;

H. R.7796. An act for the relief of Frank Scofield;

H.R.9218. An act to establish the compeosition of the
United States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain
naval vessels, and for other purposes;

H. R. 9226. An act to amend the act of March 9, 1928, au-
thorizing appropriations to be made for the disposition of
remains of military personnel and civilian employees of the
Army, and for other purposes;

H. R. 9912. An act to convey to the University of Alaska a
tract of land for use as the site of a fur farm experiment
station;

H. R.9942. An act to authorize the conveyance of the Mat-
tapoisett (Ned Point) Lighthouse Reservation at Matta-
poisett, Mass., to the town of Mattapoisett; and

H.R. 10216. An act making appropriations for the legis-
lative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes.

On May 18, 1938:

H.R.1099. An act for the relief of the New York & Bal-
timore Transportation Line, Inc.;

H.R. 6652. An act to provide for the administration and
maintenance of the Natchez Trace Parkway, in the States
of Mississippi, Alabama, and Tennessee, by the Secretary of
the Interior, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 10316. An act to amend section 203 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, and for other purposes.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills and a joint resolution of the House of the follow-
ing titles:

H.R.4222. An act for the relief of Mary Kane, Ella Benz,
Muriel Benz, John Benz, and Frank Restis; -

H.R.4650. An act to amend section 40 of the United
States Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended;

H.R.5633. An act to provide additional funds for build-
ings for the use of the diplomatic and consular establish-
ments of the United States;

H.R.5974. An act to authorize payments in lieu of allot-
ments to certain Indians of the Klamath Indian Reservation
in the State of Oregon, and to regulate inheritance of re-
stricted property within the Klamath Reservation;

H. R. 6410. An act granting a pension to Mary Lord Har-
rison;

H.R.T7534. An act to protect the telescope and scientific
observations to be carried on at the observatory site on
Palomar Mountain, by withdrawal of certain public land
included within the Cleveland National Forest, Calif., from
location and entry under the mining laws;

H.R.'7553. An act to amend the laws of Alaska imposing
taxes for carrying on business and trade;

H.R.7711. An act to amend the act approved June 19,
1934, entitled the “Communications Act of 1934”;

H.R.T7827. An act to authorize public-utility districts in
the Territory of Alaska to incur bonded indebtedness, and
for other purposes;

H.R.8148. An act to amend Public Law No. 692, Seventy-
fourth Congress, second session;

H. R. 8177. An act to create a commission to be known as
the Alaskan International Highway Commission;

H.R. 8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 8373. An act for the relief of List & Clark Construe-
tion Co.;

H. R. 8404. An act to authorize the Territory of Hawaii to
convey the present Maalaea Airport on the island of Maui,
Territory of Hawail, to the Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar
Co., Ltd., in part payment for 300.71 acres of land at Pulehu-
Nui, island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to be used as a site
for a new airport;

H.R.8487. An act confirming to Louis Labeaume, or his
legal representatives, title to a certain fract of land located
in St. Charles County, in the State of Missouri;

H.R.8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce of the United States to grant and convey to the State
of Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States in
Kent County, Del., for highway purposes;

H.R.9123. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lease to the village of Youngstown, N. Y., a portion of the Fort
Niagara Military Reservation, N, Y.;

H.R.9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reserva-
tion of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for schools,
hospitals, and other purposes;

H.R.9577. An act to amend section 402 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, to further provide for the setilement of
ocean-mail contraet claims;

H.R.9722. An act to amend section 5 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for the construction and maintenance of
roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, and
the care and support of insane persons in the district of
Alaska, and for other purposes”, approved January 27, 1605
(33 Stat. 616) ;

H.R. 10004. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to in-
corporate the Mount Olivet Cemetery Co. in the District of
Columbia”;

1. R.10117. An act granting the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, known as the
Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters at or near
Mastic, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, N. Y.;
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H.R. 10118, An act granting the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as
the Long Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or
near East Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to
North Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y.;

H.R.10190. An act to equalize certain allowances for
quarters and subsistence of enlisted men of the Coast Guard
with those of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps;

H. R. 10351. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Co-
lumbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.; and

H. J. Res. 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights
and patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado In-
ternational Exposition, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in
1940.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,
with amendments in which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.1591. An act to require the registration of certain
persons employed by agencies to disseminate propaganda in
the United States, and for other purposes;

H.R.1872. An act for the relief of Martin Bridges;

H.R.5743. An act for the relief of Haffenrefifer & Co.,
Inc.;

H.R. 6351. An act to provide for the operation of the rec-
reational facilities within the Chopawamsic recreational
demonstration project, near Dumfries, Va., by the Secretary
of the Interior through the National Park Service, and for
other purposes;

H. R. 7688. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands
to the Modoc, Shasta, and Lassen National Forests, Calif.;

H. R.7689. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands
to the Shasta and Klamath National Forests, Calif.;

H.R.7690. An act to authorize the addition of certain
lands to the Plumas, Tahoe, and Lassen National Forests,
Calif.;

H.R.7778. An act to amend section 26, title I, chapter 1,
of the act entitled “An act making further provision for a
civil government for Alaska, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 6, 1900;

H.R.9688. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio
River between Rockport, Ind., and Owensboro, Ky.;

H.R.9721. An act authorizing the disbursement of funds
appropriated for compensation of help for care of material,
animals, armament, and equipment in the hands of the Na-
tional Guard of the several States, Territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes;

H.R.10193. An act authorizing the temporary detail of
United States employees, possessing special qualifications, to
governments of American republics and the Philippines, and
for other purposes; and

H.R. 10535. An act to amend the Second Liberty Bond
Act, as amended.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
bills, a joint resolution, and a concurrent resolution of
the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S.529. An act for the relief of the Missoula Brewing Co.;

S.662. An act for the relief of Bertram Rich;

S.1325. An act to provide funds for cooperation with
Wapato School District No. 54, Yakima County, Wash., for
extension of public-school buildings to be available for Indian
children of the Yakima Reservation;

S.2208. An act for the relief of Bruce G. Cox;

S.2948. An act for the relief of A. J. Moses;

S.3034. An act for the relief of Faye B. Millie;

S.3104. An act for the payment of awards and appraisals
heretofore made in favor of citizens of the United States on
claims presented under the General Claims Convention of
September 8, 1923, United States and Mexico;

S.3113. An act for the relief of the Congress Construction

Co.;
S.3181. An act for the relief of Leslie Truax;
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S.3198. An act for the relief of Filomeno Jiminez and Fe-
licitas Dominguez;

S.3276. An act to amend the Merchant Marine Act of 1936,
and for other purposes;

S.3294. An act for the relief of Dravo Corporation;

S.3295. An act for the relief of Dravo Corporation;

S.3305. An act to amend laws for preventing collisions of
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navi-
gable waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and
manning of certain motorboats which are not used for
pleasure or engaged exclusively in the fisheries on waters
of the United States, and for other purposes;

5.3415. An act to purchase certain private lands within
the Shoshone (Wind River) Indian Reservation;

S.3446. An act for the relief of Richard K. Gould;

S.3470. An act for the relief of Lewis M. Foster;

S.3534. An act for the relief of Christ Rieber;

S.3561. An act for the relief of certain individuals in con-
nection with the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the Fort Hall Indian irrigation project, Idaho;

S. 3587. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. P. F. Nixon,
parents of Herschel Lee Nixon, deceased minor son;

8.3611. An act to further extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
souri River between the towns of Decatur, Nebr., and Onawa,
Iowa;

S.3646, An act for the relief of Michael Waliga;

S.3712. An act for the relief of certain Navajo Indians,
and for other purposes;

S.3719. An act for the relief of Manuel L. Clay;

S.3720. An act for the relief of the legal guardian of
George P. Jones, a minor;

S.3739. An act for the relief of Alpha T. Johnson;

S.3747. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to au-
thorize the Secretary of War to grant easements in and
upon public military reservations and other lands under his
control,” approved May 17, 1926;

S.3756. An act to prohibit the use of communication fa-
cilities for criminal purposes;

S.3782. An act for the relief of John K. Kennelly;

8.3810. An act to extend to Chief Quartermaster Clerk
David C. Buscall, United States Marine Corps (retired), the
benefits of the act of May 7, 1932, providing highest World
War rank to retired warrant officers;

S. 3849, An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to transfer on the books of the Treasury Department to the
credit of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota the proceeds
of a certain judgment erroneously deposited in the Treasury
of the United States as public money;

S.3867. An act authorizing the North Dakota State High-
way Department and the Department of Highways of the
State of Minnesota to construct, maintain, and operate a
free highway bridge across the Red River;

5.3917. An act authorizing the President to present gold
medals to Mrs. Robert Aldrich and posthumously to Anna
Bouligny;

S.3940. An act authorizing the Comptroller General of
the United States to adjust and settle the claim of Oscar
L. Mather;

S.3956. An act to adjust the compensation of the members
of the National Advisory Health Council not in the regular
employment of the Government;

5.3980. An act relating to restrictions of Osage property
acquired by descent or devise;

S.4036. An act relating to the tribal and individual affairs
of the Osage Indians of Oklahoma;

S.J. Res. 114, Joint resolution for the relief of certain per-
sons who suffered damages occasioned by the establishment
and operation of the Aberdeen Proving Ground; and

S.Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution paying tribute to the
memory of Hon. William Graves Sharp for introducing the
first air-mail service bill.
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. WOODRUM submitted the following conference report
and statement on the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry independent executive
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT
The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Benate Nos. 24 and 37 to
the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the Executive
Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commis-
sions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1839, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:
That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 24 and 37.

C. A. WoODRUM,

Geo. W. JOHNSON,

JoHN M. HoustoN,

R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,

EvERETT M. DIRKSEN,

Managers on the part of the House.

Jamres F. BYRNES,

Arva B. Apams,

FREDERICK HALE,

Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the
Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards,
commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939,
and for other purposes, submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended in
the accompanying conference report as to each of such amend-
ments, namely:

On amendment No. 24, Social Security Board: Strikes from the
bill the following provision inserted by the Senate: “Provided
further, That none of the funds herein appropriated under the
heading Social Security Board shall be used to pay the salary of
any expert or attorney receiving compensation of &5,000 or more
per annum unless and until such expert or attorney shall be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate.”

On amendment No. 37, relating to certain employees compensated
at the rate of $5,000 or more per annum: Strikes from the bill the
following provision inserted by the Senate:

“Sec. 6. No part of any appropriation contained in this act or
authorized hereby to be expended shall be used to pay the com-
pensation of any experts or attorneys under any independent estab-
lishment, except the Tennessee Valley Authority, of the Govern-
ment of the United States (except persons now in the employ of
the Government and persons heretofore or hereafter appointed
under the civil-service laws), the rate of which is $5,000 or more
per annum, who shall not have been appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.”

C. A. WooDRUM,
- Geo, W. JoHNSON,
JoHEN M. HousTON,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
EVERETT M. .
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the conference report on
the bill H. R. 8837.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
several telegrams and short letters.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL—1939

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a brief
explanation on the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, the only two amendments in disagreement in
the independent offices appropriation bill were the amend-
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ment on the Social Security Act requiring confirmation by
the Senate of experts and attorneys receiving $5,000 or more
per annum and the so-called McKellar amendment, No. 37,
requiring confirmation by the Senate of attorneys and ex-
perts in the independent establishments. The Senate con-
ferees have agreed to recede on both of these propositions.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. 1 yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. RICH. This independent offices appropriation bill has
been increased this year sixty-one and one-fourth million
dollars over what it was a year ago. Could not the con-
ferees in some way cut down the expenditures in this
particular bill?

Mr. WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania that the conferees wanted to do that, but they were
so greatly discouraged a few days ago when they witnessed
the spectacle in the House of the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania, who has always been for economy in the
Treasury, vote to override the Budget estimate for rural
electrification, thereby raising the sum from $60,000,000 to
$100,000,000, overriding the estimate of the Budget and the
action of the Appropriations Committee and overriding the
President, even to the point where the head of the Rural
Electrification Administration himself in humiliation had to
appear before a Senate committee and state that he did not
want the money that the gentleman from Pennsylvania on
a roll call was insisting on giving him. The conferees were
so greatly discouraged after that that they just simply could
not do anything more about it. [Applause.]

Mr. RICH, Mr. Speaker, may I say that had nothing to
do with this appropriation bill? It did not come in this ap-
propriation bill. That was a bill where through the gentle-
man's committee the Congress was attempting to give the
President a blank check almost for $3,800,000,000 of the tax-
payers’ money of this country to squander. I want to mark
that bill so that we can tell what this money is going to be
spent for. Rural electrification is one thing in which we
are interested. We want to try to have the people of this
country get something for their money instead of having it
squandered and instead of bullyragging the people of the
country into voting for this obnoxious Democratic adminis-
tration and keep them in power, thus eventually wrecking our
Nation, to which I am opposed.

I am for good, honest, constifutional, sound, sensible gov-
ernment, and that is what we want to try to get. We are
going to try to earmark everything we possibly can in the
future, if that be possible. I think if the gentleman, as
chairman of the committee, will do his duty, we will try to
run this Government in a sound, constitutional way instead
of creating a dictator out of that gentleman we have in the
White House. You fellows are following him like a rubber
stamp. It is almost a crime to American civilization to have
men of your standing and men of the standing of Members
of this House of Representatives committing themselves to
nothing but rubber-stamp legislation. [Applause.]

Mr. WOODRUM. May I say to the gentleman, now that
he has relieved his system of that speech, that he will have
a hard time in years to come to purge his economy record
and take from it the blot he cast the other night when he
came into the House and, by a teller vote and roll-call vote,
increased the President’s request for $60,000,000 additional
for rural electrification to $100,000,000, $40,000,000 more than
was required, and more than the Rural Electrification ad-
mitted they wanted, thereby increasing the Budget estimate
$40,000,000, and thereby overriding the action of the Appro-
priations Committee? The gentleman by that action voted
to increase the national debt; he voted to increase the spend-
ing he has been complaining about, which casts a blot upon
his economy record and years of penitence will not purge it.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, if that is one mistake, the gentle-
men over there are making them all the time.

Mr., WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question.
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The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, in view of the statements of
the gentleman from Virginia, I wish to call attention to the
fact there was no Budget estimate for any of the $100,000,000
appropriation for rural electrification. Both the $100,000,000
and the $60,000,000 appropriation brought in by the gentle-
man from Virginia were above the Budget.

F. GRAY GRISWOLD

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on the bill (H. R. 7104) for the relief of the estate of
F. Gray Griswold and ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment may be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
7104) for the relief of the estate of F. Gray Griswold having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter stricken out by the Senate amend-
ment insert the following: “plus accrued earnings”, and the
SBenate agree to the same.

THOMAS O'MALLEY,
AvFrep F. BEITER,
CHARLES R. CLASON,
Managers on the part of the House.
Jorn MILTON,
Jorn G. ToOwNSEND, Jr,,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7104) for the relief of the estate of F.
Gray Griswold, submit the following statement in explanation of
the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report:

The amendment proposed by the Senate strikes out the provi-
slons of -the House bill which authorized payment of accrued earn-
ings and interest thereon as provided by law. The conference
agreement reinstates the provision authorizing payment of accrued
earnings but eliminates the payment of any interest thereon.

THOMAS O'MALLEY,

Avrrep F. BEITER,

CHARLES R. CLASON,
Managers on the part of the House.

The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and include
therein an address by Hon. J. Edgar Hoover before the
triennial convention of the American Federation of Women’s
Clubs at Eansas City.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr, GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend the time for filing my remarks on the
tax bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
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FLOOD CONTROL

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 503.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 503

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resclution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of H. R. 10618, a bill authorizing the construction of certain public
works on rivers and harbors for flood .control, and for other pur-
puses, and all points of order said bill are hereby waived.
That after general debate, which shall be confined to the bill and
continue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Floocd Control, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the 5-minufe rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the
bill for amendment the Committee shall rise and report the same
to the House with such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions,

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this resolution is to make in
order the consideration of the bill H. R. 10618, a bill reported
by the House Committee on Flood Control, containing an
authorization of certain projects which are described in the
measure. This bill seeks an authorization of $375,000,000 to
be expended over a period of 5 years. The projects involved
amount to about 150 local levee and sea-wall projects and
about 100 reseryoirs. On every project there is a report of
an investigation by the Corps of Army Engineers, made under
direction of resolutions of the Congress, and these reports
contain specific information with reference to conditions on
the various streams on which these projects were selected.
The number of projects does not indicate the amount of work
the engineering authority will undertake. It is within the
discretion of the engineers to select from these projects the
most desirable for the purpose of effectuating the largest
amount of flood control on the various streams. These
projects were selected after an investigation of the rivers
as a whole.

This program embraces all sections of the country, begin-
ning with the Connecticut River, which we all know to be a
very turbulent stream. The program goes into the State of
New York and deals with projects on the Mohawk and
Hudson Rivers, It goes into the Ohio Basin and provides
supporting projects for those which were authorized under
the measure passed by the Congress during the past year
and supplements the authority Congress gave for the protec-
tive works to prevent another catastrophe such as was suf-
fered by the people in that great industrial valley. It goes
into the upper Mississippi River Basin, extending from the
flood plain to the northernmost limits of that stream, and
provides selected works for the purpose of better protecting
the people of that basin.

Thence it goes into the great Missouri watershed, where
several reservoirs are to be provided for the purpose of
effectuating a more secure control than was given over the
floodwaters through the construction of the great Fort Peck
Reservoir. It goes to the Pacific coast area, with provision
for the effective works within the Santa Ana territory, which
suffered from the disastrous floods in California only the
past year. We go into the Willamette area of Oregon,
and provision is made for works for the protection of that
most fertile valley. Thence we drop down to the Arkansas,
the Red and the White Rivers, where substantial works are
authorized to be built.

I doubt if the works authorized under this bill can be
completed within a period of 10 years, although I know it
is emergent and should be done within the shortest pos-
sible period of time.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. DRIVER. 1 yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SNELL. I notice in this resolution all points of
order are waived. Will the gentleman kindly inform the
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House what are the points of order that could be raised
against this legislation?

Mr, DRIVER. When the matter was presented to the
Committee on Rules on yesterday by the chairman of
the Committee on Flood Control I called his attention to
a provision on page 17 of the bill reading as follows:

The Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed to
cause preliminary examinations and surveys for flood control,
including floods aggravated by or due to tidal effect at the
following-named localities, and the Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized and directed to cause prellminary examinations and
surveys for run-off and water-flow retardation and soil-erosion
prevention on the watersheds of such localities; the cost thereof
to be paid from appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for
such purposes:

This is a new bill, and it contains an appropriation of
unexpended balances that will enable the engineers to pro-
ceed with investigations without delay.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DRIVER. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. In effect, it is a reappro-
priation. The rule for the consideration of the last flood-
control bill had the same provision for waiving points of
order for the same reason.

Mr. SNELL. Then the gentleman takes it for granted the
Committee on Flood Confrol has no right to reappropriate
funds?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Of course not. The com-
mittee has no right to appropriate or reappropriate.

Mr. SNELL. I raised that same question against the Com-
mittee on Roads a week or 2 weeks ago, and my point of
order was overruled on the ground that the appropriations
had not been made and they had a right to reappropriate
those funds. Here there are both funds that have been
appropriated and those that are to be appropriated in the
future.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. It is a transfer of those
funds, possibly.

Mr. SNELL. But the gentleman just stated it is a reap-
propriation, and that is the question I brought up, and the
gentleman from Mississippi opposed me on it, and the Chair-
man overruled my point of order.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I do not recall the discus-
sion, but I think I read it in the Recorn. The point the
gentleman made on that occasion pertained to no appropria-
tions which were then existing; and if appropriations had
not been made, of course, you could not have any reappro-
priation,

Mr. SNELL. In this instance, as the gentleman from
Arkansas has just said, it applies to appropriations that have
been made and appropriations that are to be made in the
future. 4

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
from Arkansas yield?

Mr. DRIVER. I yield.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. I may say to the gentleman from
New York, with deference, I confessed the point of order and
offered an amendment involving the very proposition here
under consideration. The point the gentleman made to
another section of the Highway Act involved an entirely dif-
ferent proposition. I want the Recorp to be kept clear.

Mr. SNELL. The question I raised then, and the one
which I wish to raise now while it is before the House, is that
a committee that is not authorized to make appropriations
cannot bring in legislation reappropriating unexpended bal-
ances, whether the appropriations have been made in the
past or are to be made in the future.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The language here is “appropria-
tions heretofore,” and that is the language that I confessed
a point of order to the other day.

Mr. SNELL. I refer to both those that have been made
and those that are to be made in the future, and I still main-
tain that I believe you have done the right thing here.

Mr, DRIVER. I have no doubt about it.
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Mr. SNELL. T do not believe this committee has any right
to do that, and I did not think the Roads Committee had
any right to do it, and I am going to continue to raise that
point until I find out, by some more definite ruling than
we have had yet, whether a committee that is not allowed
to make appropriations can reappropriate unexpended bal-
ances.

Mr. DRIVER. I believe the gentleman will confess that
under the circumstances there would be justification except
for the principle he presents here. Here is the money avail-
able and the necessity is strong for the use of the money
to make investigations in order that the people who are
imperiled and their property rights involved can get more
expeditious action. We are not asking for the use of funds
that are available that have not been expended.

Mr. SNELL. I do not believe there is any argument where
the funds have been appropriated for a certain purpose and
are available. I think this committee can direct their ex-
penditure in that case, but I am talking about unexpended
balances. Our rules and precedents up to the present time
have been very distinct along the line that a committee
that was not allowed to make appropriations could not
appropriate or designate the appropriation of unexpended
balances.

Mr. DRIVER. It would be a designation because the ap-
propriation has been made.

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman from Mississippi last week
during an argument he had with me stated, “We intend to
reappropriate these unexpended balances.”

Mr. DRIVER. This does make them available and the
purpose of the bill is to do that.

Mr. SNELL. I think the time has come when we ought
to have some decision of this matter that is more in line,
in my judgment, with the precedents and the rules of the
House than the one we had the other day. I do not know
whether it is proper to ask the Speaker at this time for a
ruling on that matter or not.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas has the
floor.

Mr. DRIVER. I would prefer to have that brought up in
the regular way, so I may conclude the presentation of the
rule now.

Mr. SNELL. Al right.

Mr. DRIVER. I have very definitely stated the purpose
and the fact the money is available, and we undertake to
get the use of it by this agency of the Government.

In addition to this, we make provision here in the nature
of an authorization for continuing the surveys on the part
of the engineers, and I want to stress the importance of
this authorization. On several of our streams we have found
that, due to conditions which have arisen following the sur-
veys and investigation directed by the Congress, there have
been changes made which justified the engineers in making
the reviews of this work and in order to conform to certain
works that have been done on tributaries or other areas
that have a direct effect on the particular stream involved,
and it is now found that through this review we can save a
very considerable amount of money. The purpose of con-
tinuing the authority of the engineers to prosecute these
new surveys under direction of the Congress is of very vital
importance in continuing this character of work on the
part of the Nation, and, therefore, taking the bill as a whole,
it is one that is demanded. It is one that provides author-
izations for work that is emergent in character and is one
that should receive the approval of this House in order that
we can, through the engineering authorities, enter upon the
execution of this most vital plan with the least possible
delay. [Applause.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 4

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I have been very much inter-
ested in the work of this Flood Control Commitiee from the
very beginning. If I remember correctly, I took an impor-
tant part in setting up the committee and getting it started
on this work. One of the most important questions dis-
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cussed at the time we started this flood-control work was
the question of whether or not the local communities should
pay for the rights-of-way for these various levees and flood-
control work. We had extended debate on that in the House
at that time. President Coolidge was very insistent that if
the Federal Government was going to assume the cost of all
of these flood-control works, at least the local communities
should pay that part; they should provide the rights-of-way
and easements necessary to make these developm:2nts. The
question has come up several times in a discussion of these
various bills, and we have always been able to maintain that
principle until the present time. I was very much surprised
when I read this bill to find that the committee at the present
time intends to pay back to the local communities 70 percent
of the cost of these rights-of-way or easements.

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. DRIVER. That is only on reservoirs. There is no
difference from the former bill in other respects.

Mr. SNELL. That to a certain extent is true as far as it
goes, but it absolutely destroys the principle we have been
working on in connection with these bills ever since we
started the flood-control work; and I say now to the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. Driver] and prophesy that when
this goes to another body, that body will raise that 70 percent
to 90 percent or 100 percent, and in the final analysis we will
pay back more than is provided in the bill before us now.
When you have established the principle that the Federal
Government is going to assume the major part of the cost
even of the rights-of-way and easements, the next step from
your committee will be to pay 100 percent. Even if you go
through at the present time at 70 percent, you have your nose
now under the tent, and it is going to be easier the next time
than it was the first time, and after you have done that, I
know what you will do. You will bring in a bill and say,
“Now, these people are not paying anything for the rights-of-
way or easements, and the people who started these projects
5 years ago did that, and it is unfair to them, and we propose
now to pay back to them the amount of money that they
have paid for these rights-of-way.”

Mr. Speaker, to be absolutely honest, the committee is
adopting a wrong principle. It does not mean an awful lot
to me, but I have been so interested in this work, and have
fought so hard for so many years to retain this principle
that I regret exceedingly to see it abandoned at the present
time, and I know what the ultimate effect will be. I ask
the gentleman to bear in mind the words that I have just
said, that the next step will be to take it away entirely, and
then to pay back the money that these people originally paid
to help buy these rights-of-way.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. KELLER. To illustrate some of the things the com-
mittee had to consider along that line, I call attention to
the fact that this does not apply to levees and dams, but only
to reservoirs. Take the State of Kentucky, where I think
there are 17 reservoirs provided for. The people of those
reservoir regions will not profit one penny from the formation
of those reservoirs, but the reservoirs will be of very great
advantage to everybody below there. Why should the gentle-
man expect those people in Kentucky to pay more than the
30 percent that we are providing in the bill?

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I have followed this thing very
closely for a great many years, and I am honest in my belief
that it is for the benefit of the taxpayers of the United States
if we continue to apply this principle. I appreciate the fact
that the people of the State of Kentucky do not want to pay
this if they can get the Federal Government to pay it, and
I presume if there was a project in my own community the
people there would feel the same, but as far as I am concerned
personally, whether the project is in my territory or else-
where, I know that the original principle adopted when we
started the flood-control work was absolutely right and sound,
and I am against abandoning it at the present time, whether
the projects are in New York, Kentucky, or Texas.
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Mr. EELLER. Did that apply especially at that time to
reservoirs or only to dams and levees?

Mr. SNELL. We had not got so far as reservoir building
at that time, but there were some very expensive rights-of-
way to maintain for flood control at that time,

Mr. KELLER. But not for reservoirs.

Mr. SNELL. Not quite the same, but when a piece of land
is overflowed with water, it has practically the same effect.
I know there were some expensive rights-of-way at that
time, but when you do this, you abandon the principle that
we worked for, for 12 or 15 years.

Mr. KELLER. I want to profit by the gentleman’s experi-
ence, because the gentleman has had a long experience.

Mr. SNELL. It does not seem to do much good.

Mr. KELLER. I have always considered what the gentle-
man had to say, even though I could not agree with him,
but I do call attention to the fact that the gentleman’s idea
of payment of part did not at that time apply to reservoirs,
because the reservoir system had not been developed at
that time.

Mr. SNELL. It was a general system of flood control. We
talked about reservoirs then, but did not authorize them,
but the gentleman is getting the camel’s nose under the
tent and the next proposition will be what I have said here,
and after another decade has gone by, we will be paying
back what they have already paid for these rights-of-way
and easements on the Mississippi River.

These people asked for and accepted these appropria-
tions originally with the understanding that they would
stand the costs of these rights-of-way, and would not ask
to have that principle abandoned.

Mr. EELLER. And that principle is not changed.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SNELL. I yield gladly to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi, because he and I have discussed this principle many
times.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I may say to the gentleman from
New York that there is no change in existing law respect-
ing local contributions for local protective work on the
Mississippi River or any other river in the United States.
I may also say that the proposed change affects only reser-
voirs. I would remind the gentleman in this connection
that under existing law in certain cases the Government
is directed to reimburse the local interests 50 percent of the
cost of the land and easements, rights-of-way, and so forth.
I say that the principle of local contribution has been re-
tained in this bill.

Mr. SNELL. Yes; that is partly so. Buf by yielding a
part of the original principle, and advocating that the
Federal Government assumed to pay back to the communi-
ties 70 percent of the cost of the rights-of-way, is in my
judgment the beginning of the end of that principle that
localities should assume the cost of the rights-of-way for
these extensive and in many cases local improvements.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Crason].

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Speaker, the problem of flood control
in the United States has become a matter of outstanding
national importance. Year by year there is a substantial
growth and development of the population and industries in
each of the major river valleys of the country. Regardless
of the causes, and many have been advanced, including the
destruction of our great forests, floods of ever-increasing pro-
portions have been descending our rivers during the past
20 years. In the short space of time allotted to me, I shall
not attempt to speak of the history and of the causes of our
great flood disasters. I will not attempt to outline the legis-
lation sponsored by the Congress and by the several States
to secure protection. Suffice to say that at this time the
House of Representatives is peculiarly fortunate in having as
the chairman of its important Committee on Flood Control
Congressman Wiriam M. WrHITTINGTON, of Mississippi, who
through years of conscientious study and devotion to the
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problems raised by our rivers, has become the outstanding
legislative authority on the history, causes, and proper means
of combating floods in the United States, In justice to
Congressman WHrrriNcToN, I would like also to add that in
the conduct of the hearings and the executive sessions of
the committee, he has been most thorough and painstaking
in his efforts to bring all valuable testimony to the attention
of the Members, and exceedingly kind, fair, and impartial to
each of the members of the committee in the conduct of
the hearings and in the discussions which have followed.
The bill which is under consideration this afternoon repre-
sents in very large measure his handiwork.

It is my purpose to discuss flood control as it applies to
the Connecticut, which is the only river in New England
referred to under the terms of this particular bill. This is
due to the determination of the committee to include only
authorizations for projects which have already secured the
approval of the War Department. Under prior legislation,
such authorization has been given for the construction of
reservoirs on the tributaries and headwaters of both the
Connecticut and Merrimack Rivers, in Vermont, New Hamp-
shire, and Massachusetts. These reservoirs will afford in
large measure profection for all communities on both rivers,
but are insufficient to protect properly the larger cities and
towns.

This bill provides for the construction of dikes and other
protective works at seven urban centers. I wish I could
make evident to all of you who have not visited western New
England its beautiful scenery and glorious recreational op-
portunities, But today I want you to visualize a great river
rising on the Canadian border and flowing downstream as
the boundary between Vermont and New Hampshire, then
across Massachusetts and Connecticut, and on into Long
Island Sound. To some of you perhaps it would seem a
small river, but you must realize that the Connecticut flows
through the largest and most important district in the United
States for the manufacture of finished metal products. Here
live our finest workmen in metals where the most precise
work is demanded. To this district in time of war our coun-
try must turn for immediate expansion of production of
necessary war matériel.

Picture 40 miles along this broad river from Northampton
to Hartford, where all the proposed works will be constructed.
In the seven cities which lie in a practically unbroken line
upon both its banks more than a half million persons live.
On the lowlands at the river’s edge in the flood areas are
the homes of more than 50,000 men, women, and children,
and large and small industrial plants and offices employing
more than 100,000 wage earners. The properties in these
areas exceed more than a quarfer of a billion dollars in
assessed valuation. In times of peace the floods cause un-
told human suffering and privation. In times of war one
flood on this river might cause a national disaster of stu-
pendous proportions to our armies, whether on our own or
foreign soil.

The total cost to the Federal Government for the proposed
works at all seven places is only $11,524,000—a small price,
indeed, to pay for the protection of this area, so valuable in
time of peace and so vital in time of war.

For the three centuries in which white men have in-
habited the Connecticut Valley, floods have endangered lives
and destroyed property. The first great flood of record oc-
curred in 1639, and since that time they have been recurring
with disastrous frequency.

‘While local protection was undertaken in various com-
munities prior to 1927, for the most part the works were not
extensive, and they afforded protection against minor floods
only. In November 1927 a really great flood occurred, caus-
ing a loss of $15,526,000 in the States of New Hampshire,
Vermont, Massachusetts, and Connecticut. Following that
flood, the different States and many local communities
undertook a flood-control program. However, this program
proved ineffectual, when in March 1936, the greatest flood in
a span of 300 years struck the valley with terrifying in-
tensity. With startling rapidity practically every stream




1938

emptying into the Connecticut River reached flood stage in
a relatively few hours, while the river itself quickly topped its
banks. As the swollen waters of the river rushed to the sea,
it quickly overflowed its banks and, without adequate warn-
ing, overtopped all dikes erected following the 1927 flood.
While many manufacturing plants moved machinery and
equipment to higher levels, and individuals moved their stock
and household goods to places of safety, it is almost impos-
sible to picture the misery and grief that this flood brought
into every community in that great valley. Ten thousand
families were made homeless. Great industrial plants were
submerged, explosions and fires followed, cities were plunged
into darkness as electric power plants were forced to shut
down, food supplies became. inadequate, and the grief and
suffering was widespread among the stricken people. In the
agricultural communities more than 30,000 acres of land were
submerged, of which 4,600 acres were destroyed for all future
uses, while 6,000 additional acres were damaged in varying
degree by waste deposits. In large measure such damage to
farm lands through future floods of equal intensity will be
prevented when a comprehensive program for flood control
through a reservoir system, planned after careful study by
the Army engineers, and already authorized by Federal legis-
lation, is undertaken and completed. Detailed surveys and
plans have been made at several different cities and towns
in the Connecticut Valley by the Army engineers for deter-
mining the need for local protective works.

In the larger industrial communities of Northampton,
Chicopee, Holyoke, Springfield, and West Springfield, Mass.,
and Hartford and East Hartford, Conn., benefit will be
obtained from the proposed reservoirs, which will take from
the crest of any floodwaters a varying number of feet as the
flood passes these different communities. However, another
flood of the size of the 1936 flood, or one of somewhat larger
proportions which might be anticipated according to the
data of the Army engineers, would cause such great damage
in the urban centers, even if the reservoirs are in operation,
that adequate local flood protective works must be con-
structed. Both the reservoirs and the local works are neces-
sary to provide complete and adequate protection in the
Connecticut Valley. According to the testimony of the Army
engineers, both the reservoirs and the local works should be
constructed immediately. If funds are not available for the
construction of both at this time, the engineers advise that
the local protective works should be built first because they
will furnish immediate and complete protection for the valu-
able industries and properties within their boundaries, where
lives are most likely to be lost end where the greatest prop-
erty damage is to be expected. During the 1936 flood the
direct and indirect damages suffered in these seven cities
and towns amounted to $36,211,000, while the depreciation in
property values was $63,894,000. Thus these seven commu-
nities lost more than $100,000,000 from the 1936 flood alone,
Record floods have occurred in the Connecticut Valley in
every month of the year except September. In the last 18
years floods causing serious damage have occurred on 12
occasions. On such occasions these seven cities and towns
suffered in varying degree.

The Army engineers have approved a plan for the con-
struction of local protective works at these seven places, at
a total cost of $12,788,000, of which the Federal Government
will furnish $11,524,000 and the local interests $1,264,000.
The work would be done under the provisions of the present
Flood Control Act of 1936, and, in the opinion of the Army
engineers, not only should these projects.be authorized under
the terms of the bill now under discussion but construction
should be started as soon as money becomes available.

Mindful of the great personal suffering and appalling
damage that was done to property in the floods of 1927 and
1936, the people of the Connecticut Valley are appealing to
the Federal Government to prevent a recurrence of these
disastrous floods. Since 1936 there has been a splendid spirit
of cooperation on the part of public officials in the effort
to bring about this protection so vitally necessary to safe-
guard the homes and business of the people of the valley.
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It has been a pleasure for me as their Congressman to
appeal for them and guide their efforts before the Federal
Government.

The Chief of Engineers and many of the officers serving
under him have given careful consideration to the problems
of the Connecticut Valley and have compiled a great mass of
detailed information, upon which they have based their con-
clusion. At all times they have been considerate in their
efforts to be of assistance to me when I contacted them on
many occasions. I wish particularly to express my appre-
ciation of the kindness of the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors in holding a hearing at Springfield, Mass.,, at
my request, in order that the public officials and citizens of
the cities of Northampton and Chicopee might present the
needs of their communities for adequate flood-control pro-
tection, with as little inconvenience and expense as might
be possible. Tt also afforded the members of this Board an
opportunity to see on the ground as a group the local situ-
ation from Holyoke to Hartford, as they personally proceeded
along the river bank. Such acts as these contribute in no
small part to the high esteem and respect in which the
Army engineers are held by the people throughout the
Nation. I also appreciate the opportunity afforded to me by
Chairman WHitTTINGTON and members of the Flood Control
Committee in permitting the mayors and other public officials
of the cities, towns, and communities to appear in person and
testify as to facts involved in determining the requirements
for flood control in the Connecticut Valley.

In closing, I would call again to the attention of the Mem-
bers the distinction between the manner of payment for
flood-control reservoirs and for local works. That part of
the present bill under discussion, H. R. 10618, which pro-
vides for reimbursement to States or political subdivisions of
70 percent of the actual expenditures made by them in ac-
quiring lands, easements, and rights-of-way applies only
with reference to the construction of dams and reservoirs.
Under the existing law, which is not affected in this record
by the present bill, the local interest must pay 100 percent of
the expenditures made by them for such purposes. This re-
quirement will be gladly met by each of the seven cities and
towns in our valley, for we appreciate how necessary these
works are for our safety.

Some day and somehow, I hope that the people of the
Connecticut and Merrimack Valleys will be adequately pro-
tected from any future floods through the comprehensive
plan calling for the construction of the reservoirs. As the
bills authorizing the approval of both the Connecticut and
Merrimack River compacts for the construction of these
reservoirs have been favorably reported by the Flood Con-
trol Committee, I look forward fo the time when the present
controversy between the State and Federal administrations
will be settled. At that time, the people of these two great
river valleys will be made as secure as the combined efforts
of the Federal and the local Governments can make them.
[Applause.]

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. GREENWOOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I have taken this time
under the discussion of the rule in order to voice my ap-
proval of this legislation, which I think is very constructive
in character. As was said by the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Driverl, it carries authorization for $375,000,000 and
provides a very comprehensive plan of flood control and
reservoirs for power purposes stretching from New England
to the Pacific coast and from north to south, treating the
whole subject of conservation and flood control in a com-
prehensive manner as a national policy. I have long since
been convinced that no one State can handle g policy of this
character. These floods, of course, arise in the inner parts
of the country and move across many States. It can only
be by national planning if we are to have a constructive
program of flood control and the development of electrical
energy.

All of these projects have been approved from an en-

gineering standpoint. They are listed in the hearings and
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are to be found in practically every river valley in the Nation,
The projects consist of levees and of reservoirs, This compre-
hensive plan will fit into our conservation program of grow-
ing timber and the conservation of our soil and increase of
our water supply and raising the water level in order that cli-
matic conditions may be better stabilized. Many of these
projects will be partly or entirely self-sustaining. There are
100 different projects in the bill pertaining to reservoirs.
Many of these can be made to develop a large amount of
electrical energy—not, of course, like Muscle Shoals and the
other great projects—but these smaller projects will serve
the local communities and will help to build a network of
power lines through the country and will serve all parts of
the country alike, using them not only for local service but
as stand-by plants for the larger systems, building a network
throughout the entire Nation.

This is the greatest outlet for the purchase of factory-
made goods of which I can conceive. Every locality should
have the advantages of rural electrification. Such modern
conveniences should be extended to our farm and suburban
populations. We are just entering the electrical age, which
provides a more abundant life for the homes of those where
kerosene lamps and back-breaking drudgery have driven
many from the farms to the crowded, crime-producing, un-
sanitary centers of the congested centers. This program
will assist the “back to the country” movement. It will help
to lift our people to a higher plane of independent living.

In the construction of these reservoirs there will be re-
quired structural steel, concrete, wood, and machinery. This
will increase the industrial output and help to turn the wheels
of the factories, which will give employment to the people
in the industrial centers, and at the same time we will be
constructing something that is really worth while for future
generations.

We have already launched on a plan of soil conservation.
The greatest resource of the Nation is the top soil that is
now being washed down the valleys by these devastating
floods, destroying the future capacity of the Nation to feed
our ever-growing population, destroying the greatest re-
source for the production of foodstuffs. We have launched
on a program of soil conservation by increasing our timber
supply. This program of reservoir construction supplements
that. We have a limited timber supply. Many communities
do not have a water supply. Many are short in electrical
energy for rural electrification. If we are going to give this
electrical service to our rural communities in all parts of the
country, we must have these reservoirs and smaller plants
in various localities to supplement the larger ones. It will
also relieve unemployment.

Mr, Speaker, while we are making large appropriations
for unemployment, why not at the same time build something
for the future generations of our country in the way of con-
servation and preservation of our soil, timber, water, and
electrical energy? The value of our water resources has been
estimated to be greater than our coal and ocil. This is
plausible because coal and oil may be exhausted. The water
energy resulting from these reservoirs, which will create
electrical energy for lighting, heating, and turning machinery,
is a permanent resource. It will go on through the years and
is not exhaustible in the sense that coal and oil is exhaustible.

We are therefore building on a Nation-wide scale. We are
going back to the old system of nature in the control of
floods. We are stabilizing rainfall and climatic conditions.
Nature had the lagoons, the ponds, and the swamps in which
the water remained throughout the entire year, so that when
the heated season of the summer came along there was still
water for vaporization. The rain supply was more uniform.
Man has destroyed that by cutting down the timber and
draining the swamps.

We are going back to Nature’s way of taking care of the
water by impounding it on the watersheds in the inner parts
of the country, at the sources of supply, where it existed
when our forefathers began pioneering in the cutting of
timber and the draining of the swamps.

The gentleman from New York has raised the question
about change of policy so far as local contribution is con-
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cerned. That does not apply to the levees provided in this
bill any more than it did in former bills. The local com-
munity must still' provide the right-of-way and the soil
banks, as well as take care of the local damages. But this
bill does provide a different policy with reference to reser-
voirs, and there should be a different policy. When we build
a levee we are building it for the benefit of the local com-
munity. When we build a reservoir, the United States Gov-
ernment takes title to the property and the resource be-
comes national and the return, which is largely self-liquidat-
ing, goes to the Government. It is a Government-owned
project for the use of the general public and I cannot con-
ceive of a policy of building reservoirs without the Govern-
ment paying all the damages, paying for the easements that
may be utilized or appropriated, and I say the committee
has followed the correct rule by providing a difference with
reference to reservoirs from what is followed in the case of
the building of a levee or sea wall, because of the benefits
under the ownership that will follow.

I have always believed in this comprehensive plan of flood
control and have always supported such legislation. I want
to compliment the committee for starting a policy that is
Nation-wide which will work in with our other programs
of soil conservation, the preservation of our water-power
rights, our soil, timber, and wildlife. This is a national
policy and I am glad to support the bill. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr, Ta¥LOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I have requested
this time in order to again express my views on the much
agitated and much controverted wage and hour legislation
now pending in the Congress. At the outset, I want to say
that I yield to no one in my interest in the wage earners of
this country. I not only want them paid a living wage, but
I want to see them receive every dollar in wages that the
various industries of the country can pay and continue in
business.

Mr. Speaker, I can sympathize with people who earn their
bread in the sweat of their faces, because I have had that
very same experience myself—I was born and reared on a
farm. The farm on which I was reared had no fertile river
bottoms. It was a hillside farm that would not admit of the
use of cultivators or tractors. It took real perseverance and
perspiration, and a copious amount of fertilizer to coax even
a modest response from the soil on such a farm. I taught
school for $5 a week and rode a mule 10 miles a day for the
privilege. The first 3 years I practiced law my average in-
come per year was less than $300. So, Mr. Speaker, knowing
what it is to exist on a “shoestring,” I can fully sympathize
with others who have existed, and some who still do, somehow,
manage to exist on meager wages. The fact that I have had
this experience actuates me in my earnest desire to see every
man and woman who toils receive a decent wage.

Mr. Speaker, under existing conditions it seems to me that
our big problem of the moment is to provide jobs for the
vast army of unemployed in our country. It occurs to me
that there is little point in legislating a particular wage if
the legislation will have the effect to impose such burdens
on business that it cannot survive and is compelled to “fold
up” and thus increase and aggravate our already enormous
unemployment problem. I do not believe the reasonable
wage earners wish to “kill the goose that lays the golden
eggs.”  The working people of America are to be commended
for their aspirations to secure due compensation for their
toil, but I do not believe any conscientious worker wants to
impose on his employer a hardship and handicap that will
put him out of business. This, of course, would be the sheer-
est sort of folly.

FAVORS MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. Speaker, I favor a minimum-wage law that will protect
the workingman in his rights and at the same time protect
his employer against bankruptey. I oppose the House bill
on various grounds. First, because, in my opinion, it is
clearly unconstitutional. In all of the cases involving the
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subject of wages and hours that have thus far been passed
on by our Supreme Court, that Court has uniformly held
inferentially that an unreasonable, arbitrary wage violates the
due-process clause of the Constitution. The acts that have
been upheld by the Supreme Court have been sustained be-
cause they specifically provide for fact-finding agencies. The
Court has held by implication that, while an arbitrary wage
might well be paid by one industry, to pay such a wage might
amount to confiscation when applied to some other industry.
To me this is perfectly sound and logical, and for that very
reason it seems to me that the Norton bill is clearly uacon-
stitutional.
REASONS FOR OPPOSITION TO NORTON BILL

I am opposed to the Norton bill because it makes no pro-
vision for differentials. I can readily understand how Rep-
resentatives from the Northern and New England States can
well afford to support such a proposition, but due to certain
disadvantages from which the Southern States suffer, I know
that if such a bill becomes law it will mean the liquidation
of many large and thousands of small industries in the
South and in other sections of the country, and will add at
least 2,000,000 to our now 15,000,000 unemployed. The Fed-
eral Government recognized this disadvantage in the admin-
istration of the N. R. A. and made suitable provision for it.
The Government likewise recognizes it today in the adminis-
tration of the W. P. A, as is illustrated in the fact that in the
North wages are paid to the amount of from $50 to $65 per
month, whereas in the South our people are only paid from
$19 to $30 per month. While I recognize and denounce such
a practice as unfair and downright immoral, nevertheless it
is being done today under this benevolent New Deal, which
preaches the doctrine of the “more abundant life.”

I am opposed to the so-called Norton bill because it dis-
criminates against millions of wage earners of the Nation.
This bill only applies to persons engaged in work the prod-
ucts of which go into interstate commerce. Those millions of
wage earners who are otherwise employed, and who repre-
sent the poorest paid part of our working population, will
receive no benefit whatscever from this legislation.

I am opposed to this bill because, in my honest judgment,
its enactment will greatly increase the use of machinery in
industry. If the employer finds he cannot comply with the
provisions of this legislation, he will either go out of business
or purchase machines to take the place of manpower, and
either alternative will spell more unemployment, more relief,
and consequently greater distress.

I am opposed to the Norton bill because it vests unprece-
dented dictatorial authority in the Secretary of Labor.
Under the terms of this act, this official will set up in that
Department a bureaucracy greater and more arrogant and
autocratic than we have hitherto seen even under the New
Deal regime. Thousands of agents, examiners, snoopers, and
investigators will be sent throughout the country to aggra-
vate and intimidate both labor and industry. Mme. Perkins
will have charge of this Department for at least another
2 years, and I do not believe the people of this country are
willing to turn over the fate of labor and industry to a per-
son who said only a year ago that she had not yet been con-
vinced that sit-down strikes are illegal. Only a short time
ago this same individual exhibited a most unwarranted preju-
dice against the South when she gave public expression to
the statement that the people of the South were so backward
that they had not yet learned to wear shoes. The people of
the southland have neither forgotten nor forgiven this scur-
rilous insult, and I am sure they would be unwilling to turn
the welfare of their industrial traditions over to a person
who thus maligned them. [Applause.]

DEFENDS S50UTH

Mr. Speaker, during this wage and hour controversy there
has been a studied effort to misrepresent and scandalize the
South. Propaganda has been put in widespread ecirculation
to the effect that southern employers are an aggregation of
bloodsuckers who have no consideration whatever for the
health, the contentment, and the general welfare of their
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employees. It has been charged by persons in high au-
thority that the industrial South is permeated and domi-
nated by feudalism. A bold effort has been made to commu-
nicate the impression that the industrialists of the South are
practicing what practically amounts to peonage and slavery.
I challenge and resent this downright calumny as a gross
slander to the South. Of course, we may have a few greedy
Shylocks and a few ruthless Simon Legrees among the em-
ployers in the South, but the number is insignificant in com-
parison with the vast number of high-class employers who
take a personal interest in the welfare of their employees,
and who sincerely endeavor to make every possible provision
for their comfort and well-being. I am sure that the em-
ployers of the South will compare favorably with their
brethren in the North when it comes to solicitude for their
employees. I certainly make no defense for any employer who
is unwilling to share the profits of his business with those in
his employ, but simply because we have a few chiselers in
industry is no reason for condemning the entire group. To
do this would be just about as sensible as burning down your
home in order to get rid of a few rats. Let us pass a wage
and hour bill that would liquidate the chiseler without in-
flicting irreparable ruin on the honest employer, who wants
to give generous consideration to those who work for him.
DEFENSE OF SOUTHERN INDUSTRY

Now, getting back to the charge that the industrial South
is dominated by a lot of “feudal barons” whose only ambition
is to coin the blood of their employees into filthy sheckles.
As I said before, we undoubtedly have some sweatshops in
the South, and no one will go further to eradicate them than
I. But, Mr. Speaker, let us be fair to the South. As a south-
erner, a Republican, and the son of a Union soldier, I ask for
nothing more. In the language of Al Smith, “Let’s look at
the record.” The fact that southern manufacturing indus-
tries are already paying out a larger percentage of their
gross income in wages than are the manufacturing industries
of the principal factories of the North is easily provable—and
that by Government statistics. The last year for which sta-
tistics were available were published by the Bureau of the
Census of the Department of Commerce for the year 1935,
and they show that manufacturing industries for 11 South-
ern States, affer deducting the cost of raw materials, paid
$39.45 in wages for every $100 of manufacturing income,
whereas in 4 of the largest industrial States of the North
the manufacturing industries paid only $32.17 in wages from
every $100 of manufacturing income after deducting the cost
of raw materials. The Southern States considered in this
comparison are Virginia, North and South Carolina, Tennes-
see, Georgia, Kentucky, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisi-
ana, and Arkansas. The four Northern States considered are
New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Michigan.

This report from the Commerce Department shows that
the workers in southern manufacturing industries are receiv-
ing 39.45 percent of the total manufacturing income, as com-
pared to 32.17 percent received by northern industrial work-
ers. Of course, the volume of northern manufacture for that
period far exceeds that of the South. The total value of the
products manufactured in the 11 Southern States I have
cited amounted to only $4,885,954,814, whereas the total value
of the products manufactured in the 4 Northern States
just mentioned was $19,092,592,094. So, in spite of the fact
that industries in the South are small, often poorly equipped,
and scattered over wide areas, the southern worker receives
more in proportion to the value of production than does the
northern worker, who is employed in huge, concentrated,
modern, efficient factories. Hence this advantage resulting
from northern mass production makes it absolutely necessary
that the South have the benefit of a wage differential if
southern industry is to survive.

OBJECTION NOT POLITICAL

Mr. Speaker, I am not opposing this House hill because it
is sponsored by the present administration. My opposition
to it is based on the conscientious belief that its enactment
and enforcement will bring grief and calamity not only to
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industry but to labor as well. I am opposing it because I
candidly believe it will close down thousands of factories and
force millions of people now gainfully employed into idleness.
A short time ago Congress passed a similar law for the sup-
posed benefit of the female workers of the District of Colum-
bia. This law went into effect only last week, and already we
are reading in the Washington press that there have been
wholesale dismissals of women workers as a result of this
legislation. I quote from an editorial appearing in yester-
day's Washington Post, as follows:

Under the national wage and hour bill sponsored by the House
Labor Committee, there will be no careful adjustment of min-
imum wages to the conditions of each industry in each locality.
On the contrary, a rigid minimum would be fixed for all indus-
tries affecting commerce throughout the country.

Congress cught not to ignore the very real implication in the
District’s experience, which has caused a good deal of unem-
ployment at a time when a staggering number of individuals
are already without jobs. That measure was pressed in the House
largely as a means of creating purchasing power. Insofar as it
might raise wages this reasoning is correct. But the sponsors of
the bill entirely overlook the counteracting effect of dismissal
Iikely to result on account of the inability of many employers to

ay.

g POLITICAL SHAM

The wage and hour issue, like all other social-welfare sub-
jects, affords a fertile field of operation for political dema-
gogues, who “toil not and neither do they spin.” While this
gentry never met a Saturday night’s pay roll, and never
earned a dollar as a result of honest labor in their lives, they
rave and rant day after day, and especially during cam-
paigns, about the injustices of our economic system. The
only interest they have in the wage earner is to get his vote,
and they are perfectly willing to resort to the cheapest sort
of duplicity to accomplish this end. They wring their hands
in pretended anguish, and great crocodile tears stream down
their faces as they picture the woes of the downtrodden.
[Applause.]

In an effort to hoodoo, hoodwink, humbug, and soft-soap
the laboring man, these selfish and designing politicians tell
him that a 40-cent an hour wage is outrageous—that it
ought to be 50 cents or 60 cents, or even 75 cents or more.
What difference does it make to them? All they are in-
terested in is to get the labor vote, and they are perfectly
willing to stoop to any sort of cheap hypocrisy to do it. I
am glad to say, however, Mr. Speaker, that most of the
workers have gotten wise to the shams and insincerity of the
political shyster. They are on to his despicable game and
his protestations of friendship and sympathy are repulsive.
I am confident the average workingman in America realizes
that his real friend is the man who is striving to help him in
an honest, sincere, and legitimate manner,

MY WAGE AND HOUR BILL

Mr. Speaker, I have a wage-and-hour bill pending in the
Labor Committee of the House which I consider a very sub-
stantial improvement on either the House or Senate bills.
which I hope to have substituted for the Norton bill when it
comes up for consideration. My bill provides for a 40-hour
week, and a 25 cents per hour minimum wage. The Norton
bill provides for the same minimum wage as my bill, but the
Norton bill also provides for a graduated increase of 5 cents
per year until the wage reaches 40 cents. To me, this
graduated scale is fraught with grave danger, both to in-
dustry and to labor for this reason: Just before the advance
in wages the business people of the country engaged in the
sale of industrial production will overstock their warehouses,
with the result that there will be a long lapse of orders
during which time there will be such stagnation that factories
will have to close down, which will mean unemployment for
the workers. According to the terms of my bill a 25-cent
minimum is established, and when industry adapts and ad-
justs itself to the new order, it will be an easy matter for
Congress to pass an act increasing the minimum as the needs
Tequire and the circumstances permit.

In taking this position, Mr. Speaker, I do not mean to
commit myself to a 25-cent minimum wage. I am a strong
believer in high wages. I want to see labor paid the highest
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possible wage that the traffic will bear. While by every
rule of fair play, industry is entitled to a reasonable return
on its investment, labor also is entitled to share justly in the
distribution of the profits.

My bill also makes provision for beginners and appren-
tices by providing a period of 6 months’ training before the
arbitrary minimum wage becomes effective. To me the fair-
ness and logic of this provision is perfectly apparent and
cannot be successfully controverted.

There are thousands of people now employed in industry
who, due to age or physical disability, are unable to com-
pete with their fellow workers, either in point of production
or efficiency, They are being kept on the company pay
rolls in many instances out of a sentiment which I consider
very worthy. Industry could not continue their employment
if required to pay them the same wage as that paid others
who do not suffer such handicaps. My bill provides for
these cases by authorizing the State commissioner of labor
to fix a proper wage, taking into consideration all of the
facts and circumstances. In the matter of enforcement, my
bill is exactly the same as the bill sponsored by the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor, which was rejected by the House
last December. The A. F. of L. bill vested enforcement in
ihe Department of Justice and the courts, free from any
sort of bureaucracy. I do not want to see the laboring
people of this country regimented like so many sheep and
neither do I want to see industry hog-tied and hamstrung
as will surely follow if either the House or Senate bill is
passed without substantial amendment.

Mr, Speaker, I cannot support a proposal that will set up
a dictatorial bureaucracy in the Labor Department or in
some separate agency. Such a law will not only seriously
cripple if not wholly destroy the organized-labor movement,
but it will do more damage to both labor and industry than
anything that has ever happened in this country.

ENDEAVORED TO COOPERATE

Mr. Speaker, I am more interested in the welfare of my
country than I am in the weal of any political party. I am
an American before I am a partisan.

When Mr, Roosevelt took office on March 4, 1933, feeling
that he was entitled to a fair opportunity and a square deal,
I laid aside my partisanship and cheerfully undertook to
support his program. I voted for the N. R. A., and I still
believe it might have succeeded but for the fact that those
charged with its administration used it as an engine of
oppression rather than as an agency for good.

I supported the Triple A, and it might have likewise suc-
ceeded but for the fact that a few autocratic bureaucrats
here in Washington who never saw a growing crop exespt
from the window of a luxurious Pullman car, sat in their
swivel chairs in the Department of Agriculture and under-
took to tell the farmers of the United States when.to sow
and when to reap, and just how many pigs and pumpkins
they should produce.

I supported the bank guaranty bill, and I still consider this
piece of legislation one of the soundest, most wholesome, and
most generally beneficial to the public at large that the Con-
gress has ever enacted. I might add, in passing, Mr. Speaker,
that during the last 2 years of the Hoover administration
when the House was Democratic, I introduced substantially
the same bill which the Democratic Banking and Currency
Committee refused to report out, because it did not desire to
give a Republican administration credit for such a con-
structive measure. In other words, the Democratic members
of this committee were so partisan that they were willing to
allow the banking structure of the Nation to cave in in the
interest of political strategy and expediency.

I supported the T. V. A., and as a testimonial to my activ-
ity in behalf of this measure, I was one of a dozen Senators
and Members of the House who were invited to the White
House to witness the signing of the bill. And as a further
mark of appreciation of my services, Mr. Roosevelt presented
me with one of the pens which he used in approving the
measure, As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, I had been sup-




1938

porting legislation for the development of the Tennessee
River long before Mr. Roosevelt was ever dreamed of as
President.

I supported the social security bill, mainly because of its
title providing pensions for the aged, the blind, and depend-
ent children. Realizing that the States could not administer
this title of the act satisfactorily, along with others, I at-
tempted to have the bill amended to provide that these pen-
sions be paid direct by the Federal Government, but we were
informed by the Democratic leader that the President would
not sign the bill unless it provided for both State participation
and State administration.

True, I voted against the President’s so-called economy bill,
because I knew and stated on the floor of the House at the
time that it was designed primarily to penalize the ex-serv-
ice men. The bill was passed as an economy measure under a
guise of false pretense, and immediately following its enact-
ment the truth of my prophecy was fully verified. Ex-serv-
ice men and their widows were ruthlessly stricken from the
pension rolls. Even Civil War veterans and their widows
were not spared the vengeance of the administration’s guillo-
tine. Spanish War veterans and their widows saw their pen-
sions reduced from 50 to 75 percent, and World War veterans
to the number of hundreds of thousands were mercilessly
stricken from the rolls, Some restitutions have since been
made, but the blight of the Economy Acf still rests upon
hundreds of thousands of disabled men who wore the Nation’s
uniform.

I voted for the bonus bill, because I regarded it as a debt
of honor to our ex-service men, long past due, and when it
was vetoed by the President, I again voted to pass it, his
veto to the contrary notwithstanding.

And in 1936, when as a result of unwise, half-baked, and
crackpot legislation, it appeared that the counfry was about
to be plunged into the vortex of another depression, I put
aside my personal views and predilections, and supported
the four billion eight hundred million pump-priming pro-
posal. The Nation was desperately sick, and along with
many others I thought that perhaps an opiate or fransfusion
might tide the patient over. We all realize now that as soon
as the effect of the “shot in the arm"” died, the patient re-
lapsed into a worse state than he was before. And now, not-
withstanding the'fact that this sort of therapy has been
proven to be utterly futile, we are asked fo repeat identically
the same treatment.

We are now, Mr. Speaker, in the midst of what even the
wayfaring man knows is a Roosevelt-made depression—far
worse than we have ever experienced in the past; and those
in authority are prescribing a remedy which has already been
thoroughly discredited. We are asked to appropriate another
four billion to again prime the pump. I am perfectly will-
ing to vote for any appropriation necessary to relieve human
suffering and distress in this country, but I shall not vote one
penny’s appropriation to again prime the polls. When the
“lending-spending” bill was before the House a few days ago
I voted to recommit it with instructions to the committee to
immediately report back the bill with everything but the relief
section deleted.

Mr. Speaker, this orgy of extravagance must cease, else
the financial structure of cur Nation is bound to collapse and
crumble. We already have a public debt of approximately
forty billions, and the pending “lending-spending” bill will
increase it another four billion. This “lending-spending”
bill will cost every man, woman, and child in the United
States $38.50, or $150 for every family of the Nation. To me
it is downright indecent and immoral for us to pile up a debt
to be paid or repudiated by our posterity—by our children
and our grandchildren. Our Government today is spending
$30,000 every second, $1,800,000 every hour, more than $40,-
000,000 every day, exclusive of Sunday, and yet we are taking
in only about one-half that amount. How long do you suppose
a businessman could continue to operate on such an idiotic
program? [Applause.]
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On this point let me introduce to you two very distinguished
witnesses., The first witness testified as follows:

Now the credit of the family depends chiefly on whether it is
living within its income, and this is so of the Nation. If the
Nation is living within its income, its credit is good. If in some
crisis it lives beyond its income for a year or two it can usually
borrow temporarily on reasonable terms. But if, like the spend-
thrift, it throws discretion to the wind, is make no sac-
rifice at all in spending, extends its taxing up to the limit of the
people’s power to pay, and continues to pile up deficits, it is on the
road to bankruptcy.

Mr. Speaker, who do you suppose it was that gave expres-
sion to this indisputably sound doctrine? It was none other
than the present occupant of the White House in a speech in
Pittsburgh, Pa., while campaigning for the Presidency on
October 19, 1932. The second witness:

We have increased, and are steadily increasing, centralization of
power in the Federal Government at the expense of the States and
to a point that threatens the integrity of State governments. The
taxing power, conferred by the people upon the Federal Government
for the purpose of raising revenue to defray the expenses of govern-
ment, and for that purpose only, is being employed for other and
different purposes and for a so-called redistribution of wealth, and
even at times as a punitive instrument. The farmers of the coun-
try are being subjected to regimentation, voluntary perhaps, consent
being obtained by means of bonuses and subsidies out of the Fed-
eral Treasury, on the one hand, and penalties, on the other hand,
but regimentation nevertheless, The rapid multiplication of bu-
reaus and agencies removed from popular control are asserting
supremacy over every phase of private business, and competition
1h;atvwam:t private industry and the Government continues to

crease.

These are the realities that we face today. These are not the
principles and methods of democracy.

It has been abuses in the body politic and sudden demand for
immediate remedial policies that have resulted in the substitution
of the totalitarian state for democraclies—

Says this witness. And then he adds—

but while even social and economic benefits have resulted tempo-
rarily, they have been accompanied in most cases by ruthless disre=-
gard of the people's liberty.

If these rapid and radical changes in the fabric of our Govern-
ment prevail—

Says the witness—

our democracy and our liberties are threatened. Let us turn back
before it is too late.

Who do you suppose, Mr. Speaker, uttered this perfectly
sound and patriotic sentiment? It was none other than a
great Democrat from one of our New England States, Senator
Davip I. WaLsH, of Massachusets.

THE COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. Speaker, in recent weeks, due to a campaign of ma-
licious propaganda, we have heard much about the autocracy
of the Rules Committee of the House. It has been execrated,
tiraded, and all but burned in effigy by people, many of whom
krow nothing whatever of its functions. The impression is
widespread that no bill can possibly get on the floor of the
House unless this committee gives it the right-of-way. Of
course, nothing could be further from the truth. The action
of the Rules Committee on the Norton wage and hour bill
was clearly within its jurisdiction, as was conceded by the
President in his extraordinary message to the chairman of
the committee, which was dispatched to her while the Pres-
ident was on one of his customary fishing excursions in the
Caribbean. This action of the committee was not different
from its action in hundreds of similar cases in the past. Asa
matter of fact, there are now pending before the Rules Com-
mittee numerous applications for rules for the consideration
of measures of every kind and character, many of which will
never be reported. While one of the functions of the Rules
Coemmittee is to aid the House in the facilitation of legisla-
tion, it is also a buffer for the House to protect it against un-
sound and useless legislation. If the Rules Committee re-
ported out a rule on every application that is made, it would
lead to all sorts of abuses and confusion.

The Labor Committee did not have to come to the Rules
Committee for a rule for the comsideration of its bill. Cal-
endar Wednesday is specifically set apart for the use of
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legislative committees in bringing their bills to the floor. The
Labor Committee has had repeated opportunities to avail
themselves of Calendar Wednesday, but it appears that they
had a grievance against the Rules Committee and wanted to
make this committee the goat.

_ Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee is a sort of wailing wall
for the Members of the House. When an application is made
to this committee for a rule to consider some piece of legisla-
tion that is highly controversial, Members of the House who
do not want to be placed on the spot come and fall upon the
shoulders of the Rules Committee and weep even as they
did back in ancient Jerusalem, and say, “For heaven's sake,
don't let this bill out.”

The wage and hour legislation has in no sense suffered or
been jeopardized by the action of the Rules Committee.
Wage and hour legislation was fully considered hy the House
last December, when by an overwhelming vote the bill was
trned down and recommitted to the Labor Committee.

Misrepresentation never serves a good or useful purpose.
“Truth crushed to earth will rise again.,”

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the indulgence which the House
has shown me today, and I sincerely hope that when the
wage and hour bill comes up next Monday we may have
enough legislative wisdom to work out something that will
neither penalize nor jeopardize either the industry or the
working people of this country, but on the contrary something
that will be mutually helpful to both. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and
include therein a short editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

- There was no chjection.

* Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, the question was raised by
the distinguished minority leader of the change in the policy
contained in this bill from that defined in the act of 1936,
and I believe there should be some expression on the desir-
ability of making that change and the effect it will have on
the existing law.

Let me say at the beginning that no change whatever is
proposed in this bill from the policy laid down in all former
flood-control acts of the Congress with respect to the
acquisition of land, flowage rights, and rights-of-way, and
the maintenance of the levee and sea-wall structures when
completed. Just the same element of damage and the same
local contributions are provided here as were contained in
the former law. However, the act of 1936 provided for the
construction of reservoirs. We attempted to construct reser-
voirs under the provisions of that law but failed. The nature
of reservoir construection is such as to defeat entirely the
hope of securing relief under the measure of contribution
required by the former law. Reservoirs provide no measure
of protection to the people and property in their immediate
vicinity. Reservoirs are designed to protect the areas where
the flood effect is manifested, on lands and industrial centers
on the streams.

I offer this illustration to convince you it is a matter of
impossibility to construct under the definition of local duty
insofar as reservoirs are concerned. In the Ohio River
Valley and on the Little Miami River, a reservoir is proposed
that will affect the Ohio River flood heights. The engineers
estimate the reservoir will cost $2,720,000 and the local land
values involved are estimated at $870,000. Hurrying from
that, we go fo the Brookville, Ind., dam, where the estimated
cost is $4,362,000 and the land values are estimated at
$1,561,000; go to Pennsylvania, and we find that the Breck-
enridge Dam is estimated to cost $4,168,000 and the value of
the land involved is estimated to be $1,089,000; Riverview,
W. Va., where the dam is estimated to cost $5,610,000, and
the value of the land is estimated to be $1,145,000. The cost
of the lands that go into the reservoir projects is so far
beyond the estimated cost to the local interests for levees
and floodwalls and other types of flood-protection works that
the people in the reservoir areas must have this modification
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of the law or it will be impossible to provide the security
necessary.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio.
yield?

Mr. DRIVER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Is it not also true that when these
reservoirs are built the most valuable land is inundated, and
the land that is left, to which benefits may apply, is the
land that is practically unadaptable to any use?

Mr. DRIVER. The gentleman is correct. The reservoir is
destructive of local values rather than beneficial.

o Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the resolu-
on.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—
RELIEF OF A. R. WICKHAM (H. DOC. NO. 656)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following veto

message from the President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my approval, H. R. 5056, en-
titled “An act for the relief of A. R. Wickham.”

The enactment provides that the said A. R. Wickham,
whose official records show that he served in the Army dur-
ing the World War from July 26, 1917, until he was hon-
orably discharged April 15, 1919, and that he again enlisted
on July 1, 1920, and was dishonorably discharged May 86,
1923, from service in the United States Army pursuant to
the sentence of a general court martial, shall be held and
considered t) have been honorably discharged from the mili-
tary service of the United States on May 6, 1923, and that
no bounty, back pay, pension, or allowance shall be held to
have accrued prior to the passage of this act.

I cannot feel that the circumstances disclosed, in view of
the precedent which would be set up, are sufficient to justify
the approval of the act.

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.
THE WHITE HoUsE, May 19, 1938.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the President will be
spread at large upon the Journal.

Mr. MAY., Mr. Speaker, I move that the bill and the mes-
sage of the President be referred to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs and ordered printed.

The motion was agreed to.

VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—
SPECIAL-DELIVERY MESSENGERS (H. DOC. NO. 657)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following veto

message from the President of the United.States:

To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my approval, H. R. 2008, Sev-
enty-fifth Congress, entitled “An.act to permit certain spe-
cial-delivery messengers to acquire a classified status through
noncompetitive examination.”

_ The provisions of this bill are objectionable for the follow-
Ing reasons:

First. Because it would give recognition only to special-
delivery messengers who have had 5 years’ continuous serv-
ice on the date of approval of the act, thus arbitrarily ex-
cluding other messengers of equal or greater qualifications
who have had a total noncontinuous service of more than 5
years;

Second. Any messengers who may have had 5 years’ con-
tinuous service on the date of enactment would be permitted
to take a noncompetitive examination only upon the written
recommendation of the postmaster at the office at which
he is employed, thus giving the postmaster the authority to
prevent a messenger from taking examination without re-
ferring the case to the Postmaster General for considera-
tion;

Third. Upon having taken the noncompetitive examination
for substitute clerk, carrier, or laborer, and having passed
such examination, the bill would make it mandatory that
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such messenger be retained in the Special Delivery Service
until such time as there may be a vacancy in the substitute
quota, regardless of whether his service is needed or is
satisfactory; and

Fourth. Upon having passed the noncompetitive examina-
tion and a vacancy having occurred in the substitute quota,
the messenger would be placed at the foot of the substitute
roll, thus giving such messenger priority over eligibles, in-
cluding those having veterans’ preference credits, on the
competitive eligible register of the Civil Service Commission.

I regret the necessity for withholding my approval of a
measure which would provide an opportunity for qualified
special-delivery messengers to obtain through noncompeti-
tive examinations a civil-service status; but I do not feel,
for the reasons which I have set forth, that I would be justi-
fied in approving it. I hope, however, that the Congress
will soon pass legislation that will provide a better oppor-
tunity for all qualified persons now in the Special Delivery
Service of the Post Office Department to acquire a civil-
service status.

FrANELIN D. ROOSEVELT.
TeE WaITE HOUSE, May 19, 1938.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the President will be
spread at large upon the Journal.

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the bill and the
message of the President be referred to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads and ordered printed.

The motion was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp and include therein an
address I delivered at the dedication of the land-utilization
project at Wedington Lake, Washington County, Ark., on the
30th of last month.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, the United Press has
been distributing generally over the country editorial com-
ment on the present system together with a suggested remedy.
I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD
and include therein that short editorial, together with my
idea of the necessary corrections, printed in parallel columns.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

There was no objection?

FLOOD CONTROL

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 10618) to authorize the construction of certain public
works on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other

purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 10618, with Mr, UmsTEAD in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with.
COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD-CONTROL PLANS AND WORKS FOR RESERVOIRS,
LEVEES, AND FLOOD CONTROL

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, for 4 successive years there have been great
floods in the United States. Public attention has been
focused upon the problem, and the country demands legisla-
tion for flood protection. Floods cannot be prevented, but
they can generally be controlled.

To me there is a charm about rivers; there is a fascination

about lakes; there is an attraction about harbors. Lands
appeal to me. Man, waters, and lands must dwell together.
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In the act of June 22, 1936, Congress established a national
policy of flood control and effected a beginning of improve-
ments to accomplish the national purpose. The act was a
good beginning, a step in the right direction, but it has not
met the general demand. Under the policy, flood-control
works, including levees and river walls for downstream pro-
tection and reservoirs for upstream detention, were placed
under the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army.
Water retardation, soil conservation, and reforestation were
placed under the Department of Agriculture. Downstream
works have been supplemented by upstream improvements.
The Department of War and the Department of Agriculture
have cooperated; their work has been coordinated. No new
agencies have been established, but existing agencies familiar
with the problems involved, that have devoted years to studies
and investigations, as well as to the construction of works,
were thus utilized in the policy declared in the act of 1936.

FLOODS

Floods are not new; they are among the oldest and most
powerful of natural forces. There is just as much rain and
just as much stream flow and there are just as many floods
as there were thousands of years ago. Man has been harassed
by floods in all ages. There are records of historic floods in
Europe and Asia in modern times.

The first civilized man man ever to behold the Mississippi
River saw the greatest of rivers at its worst. There was no
civilization then; there were no farms to be devastated or
cities to be destroyed. Two of the greatest floods along the
Mississippi River occurred in 1785 and in 1844,

Dust storms are not of recent origin. Geologists tells us
that the soil of the eastern Central States from a few inches
to several feet in depth is simply an accumulation of the
dust storms of the past. }

But civilizations have perished because lands were abused.
It is said that the Sahara Desert in the long ago was in-
habited and cultivated but the misuse and abuse of land
converted that broad expanse into a desert of sand. -

Soil erosion has been going on for ages. The Lower
Mississippi Valley was formed by the erosion of soils. The
Gulf of Mexico in prehistoric times extended to the city of
Cairo at the mouth of the Ohio River. As a result of ero-
sion the Lower Mississippi Valley was being formed and the
mouths of the Mississippi River are still being extended out
into the Gulf of Mexico at the rate of about a mile in every
21 years.

But our lands are being needlessly eroded and our forests
are being ruthlessly destroyed. The clearing of forests and
the construction of canals, as well as the plowing of grasses
and the cutting of trees have contributed to increased flood
heights.

While floods are not more frequent that formerly, the
hazards are more numerous and the destruction much
greater. The population of the United States has increased
from 3,000,000 to 130,000,000. The fields and the factories
of America surpass those of any other nation. In the early
days the damage from floods were not so large as they are
now; the ravages have increased because of the development
along the rivers. These damages during the past 100 years
will fade into insignificance compared with the damages
that will occur in the next hundred years to our valleys with
their increased population and industrial development,
There is a reason for settlement along rivers. Proximity to
water is essential to the developments that provide for labor
and the means of earning a living. Throughout the cen-
turies man has dwelt in the valleys and settled along the
oceans and the gulfs.

FLOOD CONTROL AND NAVIGATION

The Ohio and the Mississippi Rivers have been improved
for navigation since 1824, but prior fto 1917 flood control
along the lower Mississippi River was incidental to naviga-
tion, and prior to 1937 the Federal Government had con-
structed substantially no flood-control works along the Ohio
River.
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NATIONAL FROBLEM

In 1917 and again in 1923 Congress authorized appropria-
tions for flood control, as well as navigation, along the Mis-
sissippi, but the flood of 1927, the worst in modern times
until then, resulted in the passage of the Flood Control Act
of 1928, which declared that flood control along the lower
Mississippi River was a national problem.

The 1935 floods in New England, New York, and Pennsyl-
vania; the 1936 floods in the upper Ohio River and the 1937
flood in the lower Ohio River, the highest in the history of
the valley; the 1937 flood in the lower Mississippi River
from Cairo to the mouth of the Arkansas, the highest of
record; and the Los Angeles floods of 1938 have crystallized
public sentiment that flood control along the major rivers
of the United States is no longer local but a national
problem.

INVESTIGATIONS

Congress has foreseen the necessity for flood-control
works. Some 10 years ago provision was made for thorough
investigations for flood control, navigation, power, and rec-
lamation. The Corps of Engineers of the United States Army
were directed to report on the principal streams of the
country. They have made the most comprehensive surveys
and investigations of the water resources of the country ever
undertaken. At a cost of more than $12,000,000, more than
200 streams have been studied for flood control, irrigation,
navigation, and power. The Corps of Engineers were thus
prepared to recommend projects to prevent a recurrence of
destructive floods along the Connecticut, the Merrimack, the
Susquehanna, the Monongahela, the Allegheny, and Ohio
Rivers after the floods of 1935 and 1936. Following the flood
of 1937, the Corps of Engineers submitted a comprehensive
plan of flood control for the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers and
their tributaries.

On August 28, 1937, Congress provided for emergency con-
struction in the lower Ohio River Basin and authorized ap-
proximately $25,000,000 to be expended in the lower Ohio
River in the fiscal years 1938 and 1939. The comprehensive
program along the Ohio and its tributaries and along the
Mississippi and its tributaries was continued until the pres-
ent session of the Congress.

COMPREHENSIVE HEARINGS

The House Committee on Flood Control conducted hear-
ings from March 30 to April 19, 1938. They are entitled
“Comprehensive Flood Control Plans.” They cover substan-
tially all of the drainage basins in the United States. All
advocates of flood-control projects were heard. Sponsors and
advocates of projects came from all parts of the country,
from Boston to Los Angeles, and from Portland to New
Orleans. These hearings constitute complete information
respecting flood control in the drainage basins of the United
States.

It was announced at the conclusion of the hearings that
the House Flood Control Committee would formulate a
bill and that this bill would include only plans and projects
recommended by the Chief of Engineers and that the com-
mittee would undertake to authorize the initiation and con-
struction of projects authorized to cost approximately
$300,000,000.

The bill under consideration approves the general com-
prehensive plan of each drainage basin considered, but au-
thorizes only enough money to initiate the more important
projects in such drainage basins. This procedure insures
that the works authorized will fit in with the comprehensive
plans and avoids the necessity of delaying the urgent im-
provements until enough money can be authorized to cover
the costs of the complete plans.

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

The principle of local contribution in improvements which
benefit local interests has been recognized in Federal legis-
lation and this principle is retained in the bill. ILocal co-
operation as provided in the act of June 22, 1936, which also
cbtains along the 3flississippi River, is continued in the
present bill. The yardstick is the same.
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Under the act of June 22, 1936, and under all existing local
flood-control legislation along the Mississippi and other rivers
in the United States, the. local interests are required to
furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way for flood walls
and levees, as well as for reservoirs. The terms “lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way"” embrace lands on which dams are
located, lands or flowage rights in the reservoirs, and high-
way, railway, and utility relocations. It has been generally
conceded that unless local contribution is materially modi-
fied and unless the United States assumes additional costs
respecting reservoirs, additional reservoirs, except in a few
areas, will not be constructed.

The committee gave intensive study to the question of local
contribution. It has decided upon a yardstick that can be
applied to all projects without fear or favor. It has been
determined that in general local interests should handle the
acquirement of lands and rights-of-way because it will be
more economical to the Public Treasury. In order to enable
the local interests to meet the requirements as to acquirement
of lands, easements, and rights-of-way for reservoirs, the bill
provides that they shall be reimbursed 70 percent of their
actual expenditure for such purposes. This yardstick applies
to individual projects and under the terms of the bill it will
apply to projects previously authorized, as well as to new
projects authorized in the bill.

ERRONEOUS VIEWS AND VISIONARY SCHEMES

There is much misinformation respecting floods and the
solution of the flood problem. Probably the most erroneous
statement I ever heard came from a lawyer in the lower
Mississippi Valley whose law office was located on the landside
slope of the Mississippi River levee. His theories were fine
spun and his notions were most weird; his remedies for flood
control were utterly unsound.

There is no single answer to the problem of flood confrol.
Soil erosion should be prevented; scil conservation should be
practiced; waters should be stored; forests should be pre-
served; grasses should be grown; cities should be planned,
and water power should be generated. All possible solutions
must be explored and utilized. Levees and floodwalls are
essential; reservoirs are imperative. Projects often involve
levees, channel improvements, and reservoirs. Such a policy
obtains in the Miami conservancy district in Ohio. The out-
standing reservoirs for flood control in this or any other
country have been constructed along the tributaries of the
Muskingum River in Ohio, but dams alone will not do the
job. It is wise to protect the valleys of the tributaries by
reservoirs, but local protective works are imperative. Wise
plans give to reservoirs their proper place in flood control. A
dam with no head of water cannot generate electricity. Res-
ervoirs generally to be effective for flood eontrol must be
empty, or relatively so, at the beginning of the season.

In some cases flood control and power can be provided for
in the same reservoir. This is notably true at Boulder Dam
and along the Red River near Denison, Tex. This is also
true along the White River, but generally, as I have stated,
and especially east of the Mississippi River, power and flood
control in the same reservoirs are incompatible,

Many visionary schemes have been proposed. They all
have one thing in common; they show that the authors
utterly fail to comprehend the real problem of flood control.
They have, for instance, no conception of the problem along
the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. There the great problem
is to carry in the lower Mississippi River two and a quarter
million cubic feet per second, representing the combined
flows of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, and representing
more than 20 times all of the water flowing over Niagara
Falls. In 1937, at the crest of the great flood at Cairo,
1,900,000 cubic feet per second went by along the Ohio.
During the 50 days the river was above flood stage there
were 80,000,000 acre-feet of water in excess of the below-
flood flow of the river. This amount staggers the imagina-
tion. If poured into an inland depression with an average
depth of 20 feet, it would make a pool two-thirds the area
of Lake Erie. The water which the Ohio River dumped into
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the Mississippi River in January and February in 1937 would
fill 100 reservoirs the size of the District of Columbia to a
depth of 20 feet. The District has an area of 70 square
miles. Boulder Dam would have been filled three times over
and there would have been an excess that would have cov-
ered the District of Columbia 156 feet deep.

IMPROVEMENTS

While floods obtain in all countries, while the problem is
not new, while the solutions are well known, the flood-control
works heretofore authorized in the United States have
demonstrated the wisdom of Congress in adopting a national
flood-control policy. Floods know no State lines; they have
nc regard for the inability of the local citizen to pay. The
losses must ultimately be absorbed by the Nation. The
country demands at the hands of Congress a comprehensive
plan for the control and regulation of floods in the prin-
cipal drainage basins of the United States. [Applause.]

The levees in the lower Mississippi Valley contain more
than 600,000,000 cubic yards of earth. They are the greatest
marks ever made on the face of the earth by man. They
are longer and higher than the Great Wall of China; they
contain twice the yardage of the Panama Canal.

I have stated that there is definitely a public sentiment
that the present session of Congress should pass a national
flood-control act. Existing flood-control legislation should
be enlarged and expanded. Provisions should be made for
the protection of the Ohio and other river basins. The in-
dustries along the Ohio and its tributaries exceed those on
any other river in the United States or any other country,
That development must not be retarded or destroyed.

There were floods along the Ohio River when Columbus
discovered America, when Yorktown fell, and there were
destructive floods in 1937. There were great floods along the
Mississippi River when De Soto was buried in its boscm in
1543. There have been great floods along all of the pringcipal
rivers of the country.

The public knows the loss of life and the staggering havoc
wrought by recent floods. The story of death and destruc-
tion should appeal to Congress as it has appealed to the
country.

I am an advocate of public improvements. I favor works
that are beneficial. We are still battling with the problem
of unemployment. I believe that one of the best ways to
solve the problem is to provide for sound and adequate pub-
lic works.

It ma_ be necessary to shift the populations. The trans-
continental railways were not constructed, following the
War between the States, by those who dwelt on the plains
or in the mountains. Laborers were transported for the
work.

If it is proper to attribute the depression and the reces-
sion to the lack of business leadership, it is not improper to
charge that protection from the floods of recent years is due
to lack of political leadership. We had the money and we
had the men—15,000,000 of them begging for work, and we
did not do the job,

The proeesses of nature are similar through the ages. The
best description of the flood cycle to be found is contained in
the seventh verse of the first chapter of Ecclesiastes:

All of the rivers run to the sea; yet the sea is not full; unto the
place from whence the rivers come, thither they return again

Every civilization stands or falls according to its ability to
utilize and conserve the forces of nature. Waters are not
the enemy but the friends of man. All water falling as rain
by little streams and big streams must find its way to the
sea; it is there evaporated, carried by the winds over the
hills and the valleys of the country, condensed into clouds,
and falls again as rain to complete the eycle that has been
going on for ages. If that cycle fails, men die; if that cycle
continues, men live, The forces of nature must conserve the
needs of man,

A POLICY AND A PROGRAM

The problem has been attacked on all fronts. Flood walls
and river walls are authorized for priority works. Reservoirs
on the headwaters are authorized to detain the waters at
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their source. Wherever power can be developed in this, as
in the act of 1936, provision is made for such power. Only
two of the dams in the pending bill provide for the develop-
ment of power. These are at Bluestone, in West Virginia,
and Denison, in Texas. The title to these dams will be in
the Federal Government. The natural resources of the
United States should be utilized for the benefit of the people
of the Nation.

I call attention to the fact that all projects for local pro-
tective works and all reservoirs that may be constructed are
contained in the plan and documents mentioned and are set
forth in the analysis of the bill in the report of the committee.
The projects are to be selected by the Chief of Engineers, but
he is confined in all of the drainage basins to the projects
set forth in the hearings and specifically named in the report
of the committee.

Authorizations are made for local protective improvements
and for reservoirs in the principal drainage basins of the
United States. It is contemplated that priority projects will
have first consideration.

As I have stated, no change is made in the local contribu-
tion provided by existing law with respect to levees and flood
walls. The bill reduces the local contribution for reservoirs
by providing for reimbursing the local agencies 70 percent of
the actual cost of the lands, rights-of-way, and easements,
including railway, highway, and utility relocations.

Under existing law it is well to keep in mind that the
percentage of the costs of local contribution in the case of
levees and flood walls is materially less as compared with
the costs of construction in the case of reservoirs. The
benefits from reservoirs are more widespread; in many cases
the benefits cover several States. Moreover, the local con-
tribution varies in the several dainage basins of the United
States. In the narrow valleys of the Northeast and the East
the costs of relocating railways is expensive.

As stated, the bill reduces the local contribution for
reservoirs by 70 percent. This applies to the reservoirs
previously authorized, as well as to reservoirs under the
pending bill. Some 44 reservoirs were previously authorized.
Not more than six or eight are under construction and
none has been completed. It was felt that inasmuch as the
policy of reservoirs had but recently been adopted by the
Congress, all should be treated alike.

There is a definite plan for each of the drainage basins
in the United States. The projects authorized will fit into
that plan, The bill contains only authorizations to initiate
the plan by the construction of the works named. Funds
cannot be diverted from one drainage basin to another;
they must be spent in the basin where authorized or not
spent at all. They will benefit the so-called New England
reservoirs. The compacts have not been approved by Con-
gress. This is not the time or occasion to go into details.
The reservoirs recommended are primarily for flood control.
A choice must be made. If the reservoirs are to be for flood
control, the generation of power would be expensive. T be-
lieve it is possible for the New England reservoirs to be con-
structed because of the reduced local contribution under the
terms of the pending bill.

Article 1, section 10, paragraph 3 of the Constitution of
the United States provides that no State shall enter into
any compact or agreement with another State without the
consent of Congress. Unless so approved the compacts are
unenforceable. There is no other civil and there is no
criminal penalty provided.

Billions are being made available for unemployment.
Some of the works previously authorized will never be con-
structed. More than half the amounts authorized under the
act of 1936 have been appropriated, including the appropria-
tions tentatively agreed upon for the next fiscal year. The
need is for additional authorizations. Previous relief and
emergency appropriation acts have provided that only flood-
control projects approved by the Congress and recommended
by the Chief of Engineers may be constructed out of such
funds.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman will
take more time; his statement is very informative.

- Mr. WHITTINGTON. I hesitate to take any more time;
however, at the gentleman’s suggestion I yield myself 5 ad-
ditional minutes to make a brief analysis of the bill,

ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

As T have stated, the report of the committee on the pend-
ing bill contains a comprehensive analysis of each section of
the bill. For the benefit of the membership of the commit-
tee I summarize the analysis.

Section 1—Policy

Section 1 contains the declaration of policy respecting flood
control and provides for investigation, planning, and prosecu-
tion by the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army of
flood control and allied works.

Section 2—Local cooperation

Section 2 amends section 3 of the act of June 22, 1936, so
as to provide for a reduction of the local contribution re-
quired by the terms of that act for reservoirs. The contri-
bution required will be 30 percent of the requirement of the
act of June 22, 1936. It will be easy to determine the costs
of local contribution respecting any reservoirs authorized by
figuring 30 percent of the estimated costs of the lands and
damages, as shown by the report of the committee. Under
existing law the percentage of local contribution for reser-
voirs is much larger than for local protective works. Unless
the Federal contribution is materially liberalized flood con-
trol by the construction of reservoirs will be long delayed.
The bill provides that at the request of the local interests the
Federal Government will maintain the reservoirs. This is a
proper provision. The works are important. The mainte-
nance can be better carried on by the Chief of Engineers
than by the local interests.

Section 3—Evacuation of communities

Section 3 of the bill provides that where the construction
costs of the levees or flood walls in any project can be reduced
by evacuation, the Chief of Engineers may provide for such
evacuation.

Section 4—Works authorized

Section 4 continues the provision for pen stocks in the
reservoirs authorized and provides for the flood-control works
therein mentioned. I have already emphasized that provi-
sion is made for authorizations in each drainage basin. The
amounts authorized cannot be transferred to another basin.
Local protective works are supplemented by reservoirs. The
projects are to be selected by the Chief of Engineers. Pen
stocks are provided in the reservoirs where power may be
developed. Provision is thus made for the development of
hydroelectric power where practicable.

Section 5—Cooperation with other organizations

Section 5 authorizes cooperation with institutions, organi-
zations, and individuals and provides for the utilization of
Federal, State, and other public agencies. This authority is
similar to that given other governmental departments and
bureaus in the performance of similar duties.

Section 6—Preliminary examinations and surveys

Many Members of Congress have introduced bills for sur-
veys. Instead of reporting individual bills, section 6 author-
izes all of the surveys where bills have been introduced or
where surveys have been requested and the requests have
been approved by the Chief of Engineers. The information
is essential as a guide to Congress in enacting authorization
legislation; moreover, it is beneficial to the country.

" Section 7—Run-off and water-flow retardation and soil-erosion

prevention

Section 7 authorizes conservation works by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture; they supplement the flood-control works
constructed under supervision of the Chief of Engineers.

Section 8—Weather Bureau jflood information service

Section 8 authorizes not to exceed $375,000 per annum for
additional flood warnings by the Weather Bureau. These
warnings are essential to protect life and property.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 19

Section 9—Total authorization

Section 9 authorizes $375,000,000 to be appropriated over
the 5-year period for carrying out the authorized flood-
control improvements and authorizes $10,000,000 for investi-
gations and surveys.

The hill provides the most comprehensive policy and pro-
gram for flood control ever submitted to the consideration
of a parliamentary body in human history. [Applause.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration, in my opinion,
is the most comprehensive, practical, and carefully prepared
flood-control measure ever presented to this Nation. It
establishes a policy for the systematic attack of the flood-
control problem in all its various ramifications and authorizes
sufficient money to initiate the more urgent projects. The
bill approves a general coordinated plan of flood-control
work for each drainage basin that has been considered and
authorizes sufficient money for the primary problems of each
drainage district. Thus the work authorized will dovetail
into the general comprehensive plan for each drainage basin
and avoid the delay of important projects until all of the
money for the entire comprehensive plan of each drainage
basin can be authorized. It gives sufficient money for the
institution of what might be called the emergency work.
This is a sensible, reasonable policy, followed in all under-
takings of large nature, either by private or public moneys.
In the consideration and preparation of this bill the com-
mittee held hearings for approximately 3 weeks and covered
the major drainage basins of the entire United States. The
committee heard something like 200 witnesses, in addition
to reviewing the reports of the Corps of Engineers. These
witnesses included Governors of States, professors, presidents
of colleges, Members of the House and Senate, mayors of
cities, flood-control commissions, levee commissions, and
experts of various kinds who had knowledge and could give
information on the great problem that we had under con-
sideration.

Mr. Chairman, too much praise cannot be given to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON], chairman
of the Flood Control Committee, for his fine work on the
pending measure, During the hearings it was demonstrated
that he was familiar with every individual project that we
had before us. His knowledge is equaled or excelled only
by the engineers actually in charge of the projects. The
entire committee worked with a great deal of diligence on the
measure. Though we differed sharply at times in éur opin-
ion concerning the policy to be written into the bill, the
meetings were harmonious and we arrived at our conclusion
according to our individual and collective best judgments.

The hill that you have before you contains projects ap-
proved by the Chief of Engineers that are considered to be
the most urgent and necessary projects to be constructed
in the immediate future. This measure represents the com-
bined and honest judgment of your committee and deserves
the support of every Member of this House. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. FErcusoN].

Mr. FERGUSON. This bill represents hours of testimony
from witnesses all over the United States and from all the
Army engineers in the various districts and from the De-
partment of Agriculture. To my knowledge the gentleman
from Mississippi, the chairman of this committee, has de-
voted many, many hours to this legislation. This bill is a
glorious tribute to the ability and industry of the chairman
of the Flood Control Committee.

This bill is the product of concessions made by every mem-
ber of the committee and by the chairman himself. We
adopted a very strict rule that no project without the recom-
mendation of the Chief of Engineers should be included.
This rule was religiously followed.

Mr. Chairman, the flood-control bill now before us is the
Flood Control Committee’s answer, and I hope it will be the
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answer of Congress, to people who have accused the Congress
of being derelict in its duty in providing flood-control works
which will prevent the disasters which have wrecked this
Nation for many years and recently caused tremendous de-
struction in New England and in the Ohio Valley. Many
people have been prone to say that the flood-control program
of the Congress has been a hit-or-miss proposition, author-
izing projects only because some Member of Congress or
some locality put on more pressure than another.

Mr. Chairman, a study of this hill will prove that this is
not a hit-or-miss measure, that the Congress has answered
the request for adeguate flood protection and that a com-
prehensive plan for every one of the valleys included in this
bill is authorized and can be started under the present au-
thorization. Certainly this Congress that has been so liberal
in the appropriation of relief funds can take no better action
that would be as beneficial to the country as authorizing
these projects, which will afford flood protection and provide
work. When the money is spent we will have a credit item
on the side of the public ledger that shows so much deficit
after all these relief appropriations. The Congress should
realize it is not how much this Nation goes in debt but how
much is added to the national wealth by the money spent.

Every one of these projects when completed means that
towns will be protected, that farm lands which were pre-
viously subjected to continuous overflow and destruction will
be protected and when the works are completed those valleys
and towns will have an increased value. There will be af-
forded new lines of endeavor, new homes, and a perpetual
job following the expenditure of this money. Any relief
funds that may be used on these great projects will not
only afford employment on the immediate project but will
provide future employment.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Does the gentleman from Okla-
homa have in mind we could use some of the funds appro-
priated for W. P. A. work on these projects?

Mr. FERGUSON. Undoubtedly under the joint resolution
passed by the House which provides specifically that $575,-
000,000 may be used for flood control and other purposes.
Relief funds may be used for that purpose.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I may say in this connection that
the pending bill contains the provision with respect to flood
confrol and the previous relief and emergency acts provided
that the expendifure would be limited to those projects
approved by the Congress; hence the necessity for passing
this hill, so that provision may be made for the construc-
tion of these projects.

Mr, FERGUSON. I thank the gentleman for his contri-
bution. Money from the relief funds cannot be spent unless
the projects have been authorized by the Congress.

The Flood Control Committee last year brought in a bill
authorizing the construction of flood walls in the Ohio Valley
on which considerable relief funds were spent.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN].

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, the Flood Control Com-
mittee brings before the House a bill which I believe is a
step in the right direction so far as flood-control and water-
conservation legislation in this country is concerned.

Before discussing the bill in detail, I want to pay a com-
pliment to the chairman of the committee. I say, in all sin-
cerity, it has been a pleasure to be a member of that com-
mittee and to work with the majority and minority mem-
bers. We have tried to cooperate in every way we could.
Of course, there have been differences of opinion at times,
but we have brought to this House a bill on which we are
united.

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmITTINGTON], in
my opinion, is an outstanding authority on the watershed
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problems of the United States. I contend the Congress and
the Nation is fortunate in having his services at a time when
we are considering this legislation. It has been a hard and
tiresome job. The committee started holding hearings on
March 30 and continued every day until April 19.

We have complied for the House and for the country, in
my opinion, the most elaborate hearings and most available
data on the watershed problems of the United States that
have ever been compiled. Our committee heard from the
War Department through the Chief of Engineers and the
division engineers. We heard representatives of States,
Governors, and chambers of commerce—in fact, it seemed
that we heard everyone who wanted to be heard on this
great national problem. We heard from the Department
of Agriculture, having in mind that under the act of 1936
it was given control of watersheds, water run-off, and water
retardation.

At a time when our Federal Government is contemplating
a public-works program, I want to call the attention of the
House to the large amount of direct labor that may be se-
cured in flood-control projects. The 14 reservoir projects
within the Muskingum Conservancy District have been
completed and Col. Joseph D. Arthur, district engineer at
Zanesville, Ohio, testified before our committee regarding the
amount of labor in these projects. Thirteen of these dams
were of earthen construction and one concrete. It was in-
teresting to note, according to the testimony found on pages
154 and 155 of the hearings, that 47 cents out of every dollar
spent for the construction of the earthen dams went for
direct labor and 49 cents out of every dollar spent for the
construction of the concrete dam was spent for direct labor.
I am asking permission to include in the revision of my re-
marks a short statement from the hearings in regard to
Colonel Arthur’s testimony in the REecorp.

Mr. Secrest. There is one thing further I would like to bring
out at this point. I think in considering any public-works pro-
gram Congress is vitally interested, especially at this time, in the

amount of this money which will go to direct labor primarily,
and secondly, to indirect labor.

In our hearings on highway legislation, the Chief of the
Bureau of Public Roads stated:

We have broken down $76,000,000 worth of work, which we think
is a fair sample, and on that $76,000,000 worth of work the wages
of direct labor amounted to 85 percent, which is a fairly high
average for highway work.

Mr. Becrest. Inasmuch as you have expended some $24,000,000
in flood-control work, do- you have any estimate as to how much
of that money went for direct labor?

Colonel ArTHUR. I have had a very complete and accurate tabu-
lation made on the cost of 14 dams which have been constructed,
and it shows that for every dollar spent 47 cents was spent in
direct labor, That is the average for the 14 dams, which included
13 earthen dams and 1 concrete dam.

Mr. SecresT. That is 12 percent higher than the highest esti-
mates made for road-bullding purposes, and I think it is essentially
important.

You constructed 1 concrete dam of great size, and 13 earthen
dams. Was there any difference in the amount of money which
went for direct labor on the two types of construction?

Colonel ARTHUR, Strange as it may seem, the results show that
a greater percentage of the total cost of the concrete dam went
to direct labor than was the case in the earthen dams, the respec-
tive figures being 40 percent and 47 percent.

In the bill we are reporting only such projects as have had
the approval of the Chief of Engineers have been included.
In fact, they have made extensive plans, surveys, and recom-
mendations on every project. The Members of this House
can well understand what a problem confronted the com-
mittee. There are, no doubt, hundreds of worthy projects in
the United States which are not as yet approved by the
Chief of Engineers, either because surveys have not been
completed or because of a change in some of the engineering
plans. These projects will and should be considered in leg-
islation in future sessions of Congress.

The Flood Control Act of 1936 laid down a policy whereby
Congress placed flood control and allied works in the War
Department, to be administered by the Corps of Engineers,
and it placed such related problems as water run-off and
water retardation in the Department of Agriculture. The
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main function of this program is to promote the conserva-
tion and wide use of reservoirs that are national as well as
local in character. The Flood Control Act of 1936 provides
for local participation in cost and for local operation after
the projects are completed. Under this program, which
might be classed as “the most beneficial utilization of water
resources,” it considers the development of flood control and
water run-off from the source of a river to its mouth. I be-
lieve the time has arrived when our Nation should begin with
the development of a program for flood control. This pro-
gram, which will of necessity be a long-time program, should
give consideration to every phase of water run-off. The entire
plains region is in need of measures which will bring relief
from the more critical conditions caused by floods and
droughts. The works of men cannot remove the causes of
flood and droughts, but should be directed toward the protec-
tion of the people from the destructive effects of them.

The Congress of the United States has not been derelict
in its plans for flood control. It has been interesting to fol-
low the history of flood-control evolution in the United
States. Prior to 1917 the Federal Government had for some
35 years aided in a small way in the building of levees in
the lower Mississippi Valley, and it was not until after the
great flood of 1927 that Congress declared that the policy
of flood control in the lower Mississippi was a national prob-
lem. This legislation was in effect until we adopted the
Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, which act stated that
destructive floods were recognized as a menace to national
river and flood control on the navigable rivers or their tribu-
taries, including the watersheds thereof, was declared a na-
tional policy. Under the policy laid down in that act Con-
gress placed flood control and its allied works in the Corps
of Engineers under the War Department, and it placed such
related problems as water run-off and retardation under the
Forest Service and Soil Conservation Service in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. It is now approximately 2 years since
enactment of that legislation. The national flood-control
policy has been approved, and we now come before Con-
gress with a bill that we believe suggests improvement over
that legislation. During the 2 years since enactment of the
1936 act, Congress and the Chief of Engineers have had an
opportunity to make thorough studies of some of the weak-
nesses of the legislation. In the first place, very few proj-
ects were constructed under that legislation because the lo-
cal communities were unable to meet the required costs of
local contribution. That act provided that the local com-
munities or political subdivisions thereof must (a) provide
without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project,
except as otherwise provided herein; (b) hold and save the
United States free from damages due to the construction
works; (c) maintain and operate all the works after com-
pletion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of War.

I am going to talk for a few moments on section 2 of this
bill. This is the section that deals with local contributions.
This was a controversial issue in the committee. In fact, I
believe it was the hardest problem with which we had to deal.
There are varying viewpoints on the amount local communi-
ties should contribute. There were in the committee, and
there are in the House, as you have already heard today,
some who contend that the Federal Government should fur-
nish 100 percent of the local contribution. You are familiar
with the 1936 act, which provides that the local communities
must furnish lands, damages, and rights-of-way. After
working several days on this matter there was a division in
our committee. I will state frankly I was one who felt we
must not get away from the principle of local contributions.
I believe it would be a mistake, and, in fact, I was insistent
that we have as much as we have in this bill, although there
are communities in my section of the country which will
never construct reservoirs without this assistance. After
days of work and after conferences with the Chief of Engi-
neers, and after having a subcommittee working on the prob-
lem for several days, we are reporting to the House this
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provision of a 70-30 contribution. In other words, the local
communities are to furnish the lands, rights-of-way, and
damages, as under the 1936 act, but they are to be reimbursed
to the extent of 70 percent. There are several reasons why
we should have this legislation. There should be a local
demand from any community where a reservoir is constructed.
wl}gr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
eld?

Mr, CARLSON. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Is it not true, as was developed by
the hearings, that under pfesent law the local contributions
required for reservoirs generally are substantially twice the
local contributions required for levees and floodwalls?

Mr. CARLSON. The gentleman is absolutely correct.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Is it not true, may I point out to
my colleague, that in many cases the local contribution un-
der existing law varies from 10 to 90 percent of the cost
of construction? I call attention in this connection to two
outstanding cases. In southern New York the projects
authorized in 1936 had a construction cost of approximately
$27,000,000 and the lands cost only $5,000,000, whereas just
across the border, in Connecticut, the reservoir cost $7,000,-
000 and the local people were required to put up $3,500,000.
In an effort to iron out some of these disecriminations the
lt;:hiou:nmitl;ee recommended the amendment under considera-

on,

Mr. CARLSON. I thank the chairman very much..

In that connection, I may say that was one of the problems
this committee faced. There are sections in the United
States where reservoirs cost enormous sums of money, some
because of the value of the land, some because of damage
to utilities, and some because of the necessity of relocating
highways. Then there are other sections of the United
States where the lands are very cheap and where there are
no utilities.

You may be interested in knowing the testimony shows
it cost $78 per acre to impound water in the Tygart Reser-
voir and it cost only $2 per acre to impound water in the
Boulder Dam Reservoir.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. CARLSON. 1T yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I am much in favor of the deci-
sion of the committee to reduce the amount of the local
contribution, but let us suppose a case like this: I have in
mind a community where the people will be required to
come forward with probably $2,000,000 to make up the local
contribution. It is impossible for them to do that. This
bill provides that the Government shall reimburse them to
the extent of 70 percent, but that will not help in their case
if they have first to raise the $2,000,000 with which to buy
the land. In that case the land will already have been
bought and they will have gone through their worst hard-
ship. What was brought out in the committee, if anything,
to indicate whether or not the Government would come
forward with part of this money or whether it would stand
off and wait until the community got all the land and spent
all the money? If the latter is the case it will not help us
in many cases.
in;tI:lr? WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

e

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the chairman of our committee.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. This language is so worded that, as
a matter of fact, local interests will be required only to put
up 30 percent and they can pay it any time. The Govern-
ment will put up 70 percent as the works progress.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. This bill that we are bringing to the
Committee today contains only projects that are approved by
the Chief of Engineers. This does not mean we do not have
in the United States a large number of worthy projects,
where for one or two or perhaps three reasons they have not
been approved by the Chief of Engineers. In the first place,
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it may be because they have not completed their surveys or
made thorough studies of the project. Secondly, they might
have had in mind changing the engineering features of some
of the projects, and therefore if you have projects that are
not included in this bill do not feel that they are projects that
are not worthy of further consideration.

I may say further in this regard that the Chief of Engi-
neers is changing the yardstick which has been used in de-
termining the economic value of reservoirs in the past. In
other words, if you had projects that have not met the test
in previous years, they might be approved in the future be-
cause they are changing their yardstick and giving greater
study to the economic value of reservoirs for water conserva-
tion and other allied projects.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr, O'CONNOR of Montana. I note on page 5 of the
report this language:

Reservoirs on the tributaries are authorized to detain the waters
at their source.

The Yellowstone River is one of the two largest tributaries
of the Missouri River, and I do not find anything in the bill
that would indicate that we are going to have any reservoirs
on the Yellowstone River, which would have a great weight
and a lot to do with the control of the floodwaters of the
Missouri River as they go down through the States of Iowa
and Missouri.

Mr. CARLSON. I may say to the gentleman from Mon-
tana that each and every project that was in the Flood
Control Act of 1936 and every one that has received the
approval of the engineers since that time is in this bill, and
if his project meets the economic yardstick that the Chief of
Engineers has in mind it should be in the act of 1936 or in
the bill we have before the House.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the gentleman from South
Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And do I understand that
there are no projects contemplated in this bill that have not
received a favorable report from the Chief of Engineers?

Mr. CARLSON. That is my understanding.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. It has been my experience that
in almost all of these bills there has been more or less log-
rolling, and I would like to ask the gentleman whether or
not it is a fact that in the hearings on this bill before his
committee every part of the country was given an adequate
opportunity to come in and present its needs?

Mr. CARLSON. I will state to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Jenxins] that not only were they given every oppor-
tunity to present their case, but, in my opinion, this is the
first bill that divides the authorization by watersheds. In
other words, the amount of money listed in this bill for
the Ohio River cannot be transferred to the Connecticut or
some other river.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I am not a member of the gen-
tleman’s committee and I would like to inquire if I would
be safe in saying back in my district that when this bill
was presented to the Congress every section of the country
had been given ample opportunity to present its claim and
that the commitiee gave every section of the country the
same sort of treatment?

Mr. CARLSON. And more than that, we approved every
project submitted by the Chief of Engineers for the various
Tivers.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. If the gentleman will permit, I think
the gentleman from Ohio would also be correct in going
back to his community and saying that it was not the re-
sult of logrolling that this bill was reported.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. And may I say, with the approval
of the gentleman from Kansas and the chairman’s approval,
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that a policy has been established and laid down for a com-
prehensive plan for each drainage basin, and every portion
of the country was considered and the initial money for the
project provided in this bill, if it had been approved by the
Chief of Engineers.

Mr. CARLSON. That is correct.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CARLSON. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BEITER. I am not a member of the gentleman’s
committee, but I am a member of the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors and I note the statement of the gentleman that
no projects were included unless they were approved by the
Board of Army Engineers.

Mr. CARLSON. That is my understanding.

Mr. BEITER. The Committee on Rivers and Harbors op-
erates in the same way and unless a project has the ap-
proval of the Board of Army Engineers we do not approve
it.

I note that you have included in the bill Ellicott Creek,
Erie County, N. Y., in my congressional district, and Smokes
Creek at Lackawanna, N. Y., which is in the adjoining dis-
trict. Dollar damage from floods in this area has been
very great and I certainly approve the action of the com-
l;nittee in reporting these projects and I shall support the

ill.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to discuss the au-
thorization for the Missouri River and its tributaries and call
attention to the need therefor.

The Missouri River Basin is one of the large drainage areas
of the United States; and because of its great area has prac-
tically every variation in moisture as well as climatic condi-
tions. As a large portion of what is known as the Great
Plains area is in the Missouri River Basin, I want to stress the
need for flood control, water conservation, and a general pro-
gram for water uses in this Great Plains area. This area
includes a section of the United States containing practically
the entirety of 10 States, namely, North and South Dakota,
Nebraska, Wyoming, Montana, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas,
New Mexico, and Colorado. One-eighth of the total popu-
lation of the United States, or approximately 15,000,000
people, live in this area. It is largely agricultural and ap-
proximately 6,000,000 people in this section live on farms.
With the exception of the Cotton Belt, no other section of
the United States has such a large percent of its population
engaged in agriculture. Taking this section as a whole, 40
persons out of every 100 live on farms. There is not a single
State where the ratio is less than 25 to 100, and in the
Dakotas the farm population constitutes almost 60 percent
of the total. It is apparent, therefore, that the economic
and social life of the people on the Great Plains depends to a
large extent upon agriculture. The recent years of extreme
drought in this area have caused a considerable moving about
of its citizens, with population losses reported in some areas
and gains in others. The large rural population in this area
further accentuates the need for a water-control and con-
servation program.

As a Representative of the Sixth Congressional District of
Kansas, I wish to present the problems and needs of the
State of Kansas for flood control and water conservation, and
in giving you the problems of Kansas I am giving you the
problems of every State in the Great Plains area. In fact, it
would include all of that area of the Middle West that has
an average annual rainfall of 30 inches or less. Despite the
fact that a large portion of our State is listed as semiarid,
we suffer severe losses practically every year in some section.

We in Kansas have used a shortsighted policy in dealing
with our water problems. We have plowed furrows in our
fields, plowed up our meadows, cut drsinage ditches, and
shortened stream channels. Our State highway department
has constructed an excellent highway system, which in re-
ality becomes a drainage system. This carries the water that
falls into our rivers and streams as rapidly as possible.
These conditions make it necessary that we begin at once a
program of water storage and water utilization. The run-
off water should be impounded in storage reservoirs, dams,
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recreational lakes, and ponds in order to provide water for
needed use as well as increasing the ever-lowering water
table.

Kansas is already engaged in an intensive water-storage
program, the chief purpose of which is to make water avail-
able in localities where it is sorely needed in times of
drought. About 3,000 ponds and lakes are now under con-
struction or have been completed, but these should be
supplemented by an additional multiple-reservoir storage
program.

A typical example of the flood loss and water run-off is
found in the Kansas River. This stream system has a drain-
age area of 60,000 square miles comprising the northern half
of Kansas, the southern part of Nebraska, and a portion of
eastern Colorado, and receives an average annual rainfall of
24 inches. The maximum recorded flow of this stream at its
mouth was more than 200,000 cubic feet per second, a flow
which caused the loss of 57 lives and property damage at
Kansas City alone estimated at $22,000,000. This flood oc-
curred in 1903. The tributaries of the Kansas River—the
Republican, Solomon, Smoky Hill, and Blue Rivers—suffer
severe flood losses from time to time. The figures furnished
by the United States engineers’ office at Kansas City, after
assembling all available information on flood volume, inform
us that the flood on the Republican River in May and June
1935 was by far the greatest and most destructive flood on
that stream in its history. The United States engineers’
office estimates a volume flow of 150,000 cubic feet per second
near St. Francis in the northwest corner of our State, then
this river flows into Nebraska and again enters Kansas in
the north-central part. As it erosses the Kansas-Nebraska
line near Superior, Nebr., the engineers’ office estimated the
volume flow at 225,000 cubic feet per second. The height of
volume flow was at Holbrook, Nebr., with an estimated flow of
285,000 cubic feet per second.

The loss of life during the 1935 flood on the Republican
River was greatest in the upper parts of the valley and Colo-
rado and Nebraska, where the flood occurred at night. A
total of 110 lives were lost. The loss of livestock was 20,593,
and more than 275,000 acres of farm land were damaged,
most of which contained growing crops or hay. Several hun-
dred miles of highway and railroads were destroyed or dam-
aged, also 515 highway bridges and many railroad bridges.
A large number of homes were destroyed, Kansas having
1,485 homes and 1,582 buildings other than homes flooded.
The financial losses from the flood were enormous, one item
being the rebuilding of 40 miles of railroad track on the main
line of the Burlington from Chicago and St. Louis to Denver.
The Army engineers estimate the 1935 flood loss amounted to
$9,054,000.

The Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, authorized the
construction of a reservoir on the Republican River at Mil-
ford, Kans., with a total construction cost of $14,730,000,
flowage and rights-of-way costs of $6,173,800, or a total of
$20,903,800. This reservoir would have an estimated capacity
of 1,170,000 acre-feet, with a ratio of annual benefits of
1:3.61. This reservoir would be very useful in protecting
lands and municipalities on the Kansas River from Junction
City to Kansas City, but would furnish no protection on the
Republican River.

The Army engineers have made preliminary studies on
this stream for reservoir sites suitable to control floods. Fif-
teen of these potential sites have preliminary reports. Two
of them are on the main stem of the river, namely, the
Scandia and Harlan County sites. Their report shows that
the Scandia site is located in Kansas a few miles below the
Kansas-Nebraska line. This reservoir has an estimated
capacity of 1,000,000 acre-feet with an estimated construc-
tion cost of $25,700,000 and with lands and damages totaling
$2,300,000. Further studies should be made on this reservoir
and the one at Harlan with a view of determining whether
these reservoirs could be an alternate for the proposed reser-
voir at Milford. Other sites studied on this stream are
Beachers Island, St. Francis, Enders, Red Willow, and Medi-
cine Creek.
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The Smoky Hill River rises in northeastern Colorado and
flows east and northeast paralleling the southern boundary
of the Kansas Basin to unite with the Republican River at
Junction City. The Smoky Hill has two large tributaries,
the Saline and the Solomon, which rise in western Kansas
near the Colorado line. This river has a length of 550 miles
and a drainage area of 19,951 square miles, and traverses a
section of our State which is subject to very damaging floods.
Recent reports received in the Chief of Engineers’ office in
regard to further studies made on the Kanopolis Reservoir
site indicate it will have great local benefits, as well as sub-
stantial flood-control benefits on the Kansas River. This
reservoir is located on the Smoky Hill River, which is
located about 20 miles west and 12 miles south of Salina,
Kans. The estimated cost of this reservoir, as furnished by
the Chief of Engineers, is $7,148,700 construction costs and
$1,821,000 flowage and rights-of-way, or a total of $8,969,700.
It will have a capacity of 560 acre-feet and its rafio of an-
nual costs to annual benefits is 1 to 1.77. In addition to
this reservoir site the Army engineers have made prelimi-
nary studies of sites at Cedar Bluffs, Wilson, Russell, Cawker
City, Kirwin, and Webster.

I sincerely hope Congress will vote sufficient funds to
carry on further extensive surveys of these and other sites
on the tributary streams. The people are becoming water
conscious—the power of public opinion is irresistible and will
ultimately bring about a solution of this broad national
problem. In my opinion it is time that a definite plan be
outlined for the conservation and utilization of the water
resources of our country and stop this great economic waste.

[Here the gavel fell.] i

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentle-
man from Kansas 2 additional minutes.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude by
paying a tribute to the Army engineers. It is the one agency
that has had charge of this work for many years. In this
connection I am happy that the pending bill provides for a
continuation of their work on the navigable rivers of the
United States and their tributaries.

I trust that the time will never come when any other
agency of the Government will be delegated this responsi-
bility. There are several reasons for it, but in the first place
they are the engineering force of the United States Army.
We ought to use them on these projects during peacetime.
It keeps them in shape, so to speak, should we have occasion
to use them for national defense. They are well trained;
they are qualified for the work; and I am happy to say that
the country generally feels that they are free from political
pressure; and I hope that will continue as far as this great
branch of our Government is concerned. [Applause.]

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes

to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SEcrResTI.

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee, for as far back as man can remember every river
valley in the United States has been harassed with floods at
a great loss to the people of that valley and to their property.
For many years this situation was considered to be entirely
local. Finally, due to the inability of the people along these
rivers to protect themselves from floods that came from a
source a thousand or fifteen hundred miles away, it became
essential that the Federal Government take an interest in
this problem. We took an interest in the Mississippi Valley
after the great flood down there of several years ago. In
1936 this Congress passed legislation intended to provide
reservoirs on the major streams of the country and in that
legislation we used a yardstick, requiring the local people to
furnish the necessary funds for railroad relocation, highway
relocation, for the relocation of public utilities, and the pur-
chase of all lands necessary to the completion of flood-con-
trol projects. That bill became a law in 1936, and from that
day until this it has scarcely made a single ripple in the
problem of flood control. Only one or two sections of this
country have been able to meet the terms of the bill, and
we faced great difficulty in drawing up that bill to present
it to this Congress. Affer it came here to the floor it was
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opened up to many projects that were thrown into it, that
had not received the approval of the Army engineers. This
time we have attempted to evade any such thing, and we
have brought before Congress not only a bill with a very good
yvardstick that will result in the completion of the reservoirs,
but a bill that could not be attacked with this or that amend-
ment which might destroy the hill itself. There is not in
this bill a single project that has not been recommended by
the Chief of Engineers, and there were many of us on the
Flood Control Committee with pet projects of our own, affect-
ing rivers in our individual districts that we would have been
pleased to place in the bill.

1:1&1'. WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SECREST. Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. With the gentleman’s permission,
I may say that the gentleman himself was vitally interested
in a project that had not been reported by the Chief of En-
gineers, but at the request of the committee he, and at
least two other members of the committee, withdrew projects
that they sponsored for that reason, and I thank the gentle-
man as well as my other colleagues who cooperated with the
committee so that we could report only projects that had been
approved and recommended.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. Yes.

Mr, BEITER. I listened this morning to a colloquy be-
tween the minority leader and the chairman of the com-
mittee with reference to reimbursement of payment by the
Federal Government of 70 percent. I could not understand
from the colloquy that took place what the Government will
be required to pay. Does the Government pay the individual
or the State or community a certain amount of money for
rights-of-way? 2]

Mr, SECREST. I am about to discuss this new principle
as compared with the old.

Mr. BEITER. In certain States as, for instance, the
State of New York, the State pays for the rights-of-way.
I wondered how that operated in the bill.

Mr. SECREST. Under the present law of 1936 the local
interests were compelled to furnish every dollar in connec-
tion with the building of a reservoir, except the money used
for the actual construction of the reservoir itself, which
came from the Federal Governmenft. Under this bill we pro-
vide that the Federal Government shall do all of the con=-
struction work at Federal expense, and in addition, shall
furnish 70 percent of the money required for all other costs.
In this we provide that the local people shall do these things
and be reimbursed 70 percent of their expenditures. If the
highway department of New York goes into a reservoir area
and relocates a highway, the Federal Government will re-
imburse the State highway department 70 percent of the
cost of that highway. If a county in New York goes out
and buys 1,000 acres of land, the Federal Government will
come along and reimburse that county 70 percent of what
it paid for the land. The local agency can be a State, or a
conservancy district, composed of many counties of a State;
it can be a county, it can be a State, it can be any govern-
ment in existence, excepting the United States Government.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. SECREST. I yield.

Mr. BEITER. In the event that the watershed extends
over several States, having in mind particularly the lower
section of New York State, where the watershed runs into
Pennsylvania, what arrangement can be made there? Can
they enter into State compacts?

Mr. SECREST. Those States can enter into compacts.
Furthermore, in this bill, if we change the yardstick, we make
it possible for the people below to be benefited, and they may
contribute at their own volition.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio.
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Mr. SECREST. The yardstick that is contained in this
bill, in my opinion, will result in the building of reservoirs
in every single watershed in the United States where the
Army engineers have recommended the building of these
reservoirs, and is one of the most important forward steps
that has ever been taken by this Congress to the end of con-
trolling disastrous floods.

I want to mention one other thing contained in this bill
which to me is one of the most essential that has ever been
done by this Congress. The bill states that there is hereby
authorized to be expended not to exceed $375,000 par annum
from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for
flood control by the United States for the establishment,
operation, and maintenance by the Weather Bureau of a
current information service of precipitation, flood forecasts,
and flood warnings. If before the flood on the Ohio River
in 1937 we had had a system of adequate forecasts as to
what that flood would do, how high it would get, and means
of divulging that information to the people of the Ohio
Valley, millions and millions of dollars would have been
saved.

[Here the gavel fell.] :

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I did not have time to address my-
self to this very vital point, and I want now, with the
gentleman’s permission, to call the attention of the Com-
mittee to the provisions for upstream soil conservation, water
retardation, and would like to do it in connection with the
gentleman’s remarks because I know how vitally interested
he is in the Muskingum Valley in his district.

The provisions of this bill placing in the Department of
Agriculture duties in respect to water retardation, soil conser-
vation, and the prevention of soil erosion, supplementing the
protective work of the Corps of Engineers, is one of the most
important progressive features of this legislation.

Mr. SECREST. I agree with the gentleman 100 percent,
In many areas of the country where reservoirs are con-
structed in 10, 15, or 20 years they may be filled with silt.
In this bill we have provided in the construction of reservoirs
that at the same time steps shall be taken to control erosion
to protect the reservoirs as long as it is humanly possible
to do so.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield? v

Mr. SECREST. T yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. I admire the gentleman’s
clarity of expression very much. Can he answer this gques-
tion? We all agree that floodwater should be controlled at
the source. Is the bill sufficiently elastic in its provision to
take care of any situation that needs attention outside of
what has now been approved by the Army engineers?

Mr. SECREST. The Army engineers have approved hun-
dreds of projects. They are studying and approving more
every day. This bill provides for surveys on perhaps 75 or
100 additional rivers. Any time the gentleman wants au-
thorized a survey on any river, if he will introduce a bill the
Flood Control Committee will act on it. We never yet have
refused to report one.

Because this bill sets up a practical yardstick, because it
provides for additional weather forecasting to protect prop-
erty in advance of flood, because it provides for soil conser-
vation to save the reservoirs for a long period of time, I do
not think there will be a single vote against the bill in this
House. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapwaxl.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I am not at all sur-
prised at the complimentary remarks made of the chairman
of the committee by his colleagues on the committee. Not
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being a member of that committee, I want to add my testi-
mony as to the type of service I have watched the gentleman
from Mississippi render for many years to the House and to
the country in this body. The bill now before us shows the
result of cooperation under leadership such as that exercised
by the gentleman from Mississippi, and the desire of his
colleagues to cooperate to the fullest extent in the prepara-
tion and reporting of a bill for the Congress to pass; and so
I want to add just a word of compliment to the gentleman
from Mississippi and at the same time say that his col-
leagues, too—and I know he is generous enough to extend
his greetings to them—are entitled to their share of praise
for the quality of the bill that is today before us.

I have been interested in the subject of river navigation
and flood control for a long time; in fact, throughout my
career in this House. One of the items in the pending bill
has to do with the Connecticut River flowing through my
district. The gentleman from Massachusetts, my colleague
[Mr. Crason], has ably described the condition of the river
and the need for the passage of this bill. He is entitled to
great credit for the extended labor he has performed and the
knowledge he has exhibited of the subject matter marks him
as an outstanding student of the subject of flood control.

He represents more of the section directly affected than I
do, and, as a member of the committee, of course, he has had
much better opportunity than I to go into the details to show
the need of the authorizations herein contained.

I further compliment the committee on the preparation of
the report now before us. Sometimes we take up these reports
and do not get very much additional information to what is
actually contained in the bill itself. May I read just one or
two extracts from the committee report which shows the
skill and degree with which it has been prepared under the
supervision, I am sure, of its able chairman. I quote from the
first page:

The bill represents a truly comprehensive effort definitely to meet

the widespread fe‘; ic demand for effective flood control throughout
the United States, and it contains general legislation having this

purpose in view.
Further it states:

As a result and following the great floods of 1935 and 1936, the
Congress passed the act of June 22, 1936, which established a na-
tional policy for flood control and effected a beginning of improve-
ments to accomplish the national purpose, but this beginning,
although a great step in the right direction, did not fully meet the
public demand. Additional legislation and a greatly increased pro-
gram of construction for flood control has been insistently de-
manded by the pecople of the United States.

May I quote one further sentence as follows:

The committee believe that the Congress and the country have
had enough of theoretical planning. It is time for action. There
can be no complaint respecting the appropriations under existing
law. The need is for additional authorizations.

Mr, Chairman, those extracts from the committee report
give a general idea of the value of the report as a whole, and
I heartily commend it to the membership of the House for
their perusal.

Mr, Chairman, the particular item in the bill which di-
rectly affects my district is referred to on page 7 of- the
report, and that, too, is a most comprehensive expression of
the situation that exists on the Connecticut River. The
report states: -

The Connecticut River Valley has been subject to frequent and
gevere floods. The greatest flood of record in the middle and
lower reaches cccurred in March 1936 and caused direct damages
estimated at $34,500,000. In November 1927 floods in the upper
basin caused losses of $15,500,000, The control of these floods is
of prime importance for the economic and social security of the

To digress just a moment, may I say there has been an
interest shown on the part of the Government for a long time
in definite surveys, both for flood control and navigation on
the Connecticut River, but the flood of 1936, to which the
report refers, was so much greater than any previous flood
of which the War Department had record that it really made
those records obsolete, and it was necessary for the engineers
of the War Department to revamp the entire work that had
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been carried on during a great number of years in relation
to that flood condition, The report now before us brings this
work up to and including that great flood of 1936.

I note in connection with the division of expenses that
in the case of the city of Holyoke, which I represent, the
estimated cost of construction that will be provided by the
Government is $1,388,000 and there will be added to that
$147,000 for land damages, to be contributed by the local
authorities, making the total to be expended for the protec-
tion of Holyoke $1,5635,000. May I say in connection with
the contribution by the local authorities that there appeared
at the hearing held by the Flood Committee on April 4 the
mayor of Holyoke, as well as the mayors of other cities on
the Connecticut River in Massachusetts, and these gentlemen
practically guaranteed that their communities and their city
governments would carry out the agreement. Therefore, we
come before you today with the cooperation of the local au-
thorities, and, of course, I speak solely for Holyoke, although
other cities were represented at the hearing. All the mayors
and the chairman of the county commissioners of Hampden
County appeared at the hearing to which I have heretofore
referred.

There is one other particularly interesting item in connec-

tion with this report that has not been referred to as com-
pletely and as extensively as it might have been. The com-
mittee has seen fit, wisely I think, to avoid the question of
reservoirs in this particular bill. Just as soon as possible
we must have the protection afforded by dikes and walls. So
do not confuse the two divisions of flood control. Let us
go ahead with this problem first, then later on take up the
question of reservoirs.
- Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope this bill will pass and that
it will not only carry the authorization recommended by the
committee but following its passage that in a very short time
we can be assured of the necessary appropriation to carry
out the authorization.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman

Mr. TREADWAY.
sissippi. _
- Mr. WHITTINGTON: I call the attention of the gentle-
man to the fact that in addition to the protection from local
works along the Connecticut River, to which the gentleman
has referred, there have been constructed in Vermont along
the tributaries of the Connecticut River three reservoirs.
The local contribution for the building of those three reser-
voirs under the Relief and Emergency Act has been exceed-
ingly small.

Mr. TREADWAY. I thank the gentleman. ;

Mr. Chairman, I call attention to one more item in the bill,
to which the gentleman from Ohio referred in his remarks,
namely, section 8. It seems to me that section 8 is very
important. It provides for the expenditure of $375,000 in
order that the Weather Bureau may notify communities of
the possibilities of sudden floods and trouble from these
inundations. ;

I am wondering how that may be construed. Of course,
when these severe floods come, telephone and telegraph sys-
tems go down the river and are out of commission. How are
you going to get this information to the communities directly
affected unless it comes over the air? I hope it may be con-
strued that flood forecasts and flood warnings will include
the use of the radio by the Weather Bureau in giving the
necessary information to the communities directly affected.

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, may I quote from the
testimony of Mayor Yoerg, mayor of Holyoke, Mass.,, who
appeared at the hearing before the Flood Control Committee,
as follows:

Another question which seemed to be of great interest was in
connection with the work of the Weather Bureau in giving advance
reports of floods. Even with the conditions that we experienced
in 1936 we were able to save the manufacturers a good many dollars
because of the report we received from the State offices at Nor-
thampton, even with the telephones out of order.

If we could have included in this bill in some way a provision
for some system of some kind so that we could work along with

1 yield to the gentleman from Mis-
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the Weather Bureau, which would give us advance Information
from the north, no doubt these manufacturers would be able to
save thousands of dollars before the flood hit our territory.

Let me conclude by repeating that the need of the protec-
tion designated in this bill is very great for the future wel-
fare of the industrial city of Holyoke.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ZIMMERMAN].

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Committee on Flood Control, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to pay my respects to the distinguished chairman of
that committee, the gentleman from Mississippi. When I
came to this body 4 years ago I asked to be assigned to the
Committee on Flood Control and was honored by being given
that assignment. It has been my privilege to work with our
able chairman and my other committee members during this
time, and I may say that I have never worked with a man
who gave more of his time and more of his thought to a
program than our chairman has given to this flood-control
bill. I can also say for my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle that we have had wonderful cooperation and, by all
working together, have brought you this bill without any
minority report. It truly represents the best thought of the
Committee on Flood Control, and I urge that it receive
your favorable consideration.

When I came to this body and was assigned to this com-
mittee there was no sentiment in the committee or in the
Congress in support of reservoir construction. I recall dis-
tinctly that even the Corps of Engineers of the Army was not
very enthusiastic about reservoirs, Many, if not most, of
the engineers doubted the advisability of resorting to reser-
voir construction for the control of floods. They were
wedded to the old program of levee building and dikes. Many
of us who have lived on streams where we had to depend
on levees and dikes for flood protection knew how dismally
they had failed. Take my own case. The eastern part of
the district I have the honor to represent is flanked on the
east by the Mississippi River, and through the district flow
two of the most turbulent streams that come out of the
Ozarks, the Black and the St. Francis Rivers. We are now
building a reservoir on the St. Francis at Wappapello, and I
predict that ere long we will not have to rely on the levees
along this stream to protect from disastrous floods our rich
agricultural land, our cities and towns, and our railroads and
telephones. I believe the most progressive step we have
made in our flood-control program is provision for building
reservoirs to control floodwaters at their source. I believe
that when we put through this program, as I feel we will,
we will have done more to avert floods than anything we
have done since I have had anything to do with the work
of this committee and this program.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
briefly?

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. VOORHIS. Is it not true that the reservoir on the St.
Francis River will protect lands not only in the gentleman’s
State but in other States, and, therefore, the provision we
have in section 2 of the bill for cutting down the amount of
local contributions is important from that standpoint?

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Precisely. For example, on the Black
River, the flood protection resulting from the reservoir at
Clearwater, up in the State of Missouri, will be primarily
effective down in the State of Arkansas. It will even affect
the flood heights on the Mississippi River at Arkansas City
where the White River flows into the Mississippi. It will
also afford flood protection for the people down in Louisiana.
Therefore, you can hardly estimate the value of a reservoir
in a great fiood-control program,

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Missourl. This program, if enacted
into law, will be of great benefit to the gentleman’s district
and will help protect the farms and the homes of the people
in his distriet.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. We think so, yes, without doubt. The
Flood Control Act of 1936, which I believe was a constructive
program, required local contributions, to which reference has
been made here today, which practically nuliified that pro-

gram and made impossible the construction of reservoirs

under it.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. There has been no change in our pro-
gram as far as requiring a local contribution is concerned.
The law remains just as it did except as to reservoirs. The
mere fact that a reservoir is constructed on a watershed,
or high up on the stream, makes it absolutely necessary, I
believe, that we lower the requirement for local contribution,
because often the people in that locality receive little or no
benefit whatever from the reservoir and from its operation.
This is true of practically all reservoirs constructed near
the head of a stream. I hope no effort will be made to re-
quire a greater contribution from local interests than the
provisions of the yardstick which we have laid down in this
The reason assigned
by the Army engineers for urging that a local contribution
be required was to have the local people and communities in-
terested in the acquisition of the lands and have them assist
the Corps of Engineers in getting the necessary rights-of-

way and the land necessary for construction of reservoirs.

‘With this view I agree and I do hope no serious effort will
be made to modify fhe provisions of this bill as to the yard-
stick for local contributions.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

'h Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Okla-
oma.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Just what is the yard-
stick?

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Thirty percent of cost of lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I wish to compli-
ment the Committee on Flood Control for bringing before us
a truly comprehensive bill designed to remedy flood condi-
tions throughout the United States. Although it is true that
many people of the United States view with alarm the gigan-
tic expenditures of our Federal Government, they do not
object to expenditures for flood purposes. Under previous law
a survey and examination has been authorized for the Galena
River, Jo Daviess County, IIl. This bill provides for a survey
and examination for the Rock River, Ill. I am sure that with
$10,000,000 for such surveys the Corps of Engineers will make
these examinations and surveys in order to protect life and
property in these localities. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JEnkINs].

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I agree with every-
thing that has been said here today with reference to the
efficiency of the chairman and of the committee that has
brought out this legislation. I do not believe it is necessary
for us to say anything more along that line, because that is
generally accepted and well understood. However, I should
like to direct a few questions to the chairman in the time
allotted to me.

In the first place, may I ask what we can say to our peo-
ple, wherever we may live, as to whether or not money is
going to be available for the projects that are listed in this
bill as having been approved by the Army engineers? I mean
by this question to ask whether there is any impediment the
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gentleman knows of that will prevent us from having the
necessary money either from past appropriations or from
proposed future appropriations or from relief.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I answer the gentleman by saying
that, as he well knows, ours is a legislative committee. Per-
sonally, I think the money for the next fiscal year in the
pending appropriation bill to the amount of $87,000,000 by
resolution or amendment or by provision in the next de-
ficiency bill should be made applicable to the projects here.

Furthermore, I think there should be a provision in the
deficiency act for an appropriation for this bill.

Of course, I have no knowledge in the matter as yet, but
I take it that under the Relief and Emergency Act of 1938,
the President of the United States could allocate as much
money as he desires within the terms of that act to these
or any other projects authorized by Congress where the work
would be applicable.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Would it then be safe to assume
that practically every project named in this bill, either
through relief or through money already appropriated, will
be carried on in the next year if the work can be supervised
by the Army engineers?

Mr. WHITTINGTON, I would certainly trust so, but I
do not want the gentleman to misunderstand me. Ours is
a legislative committee and I have given my opinion as to
what I think should be done in the way of appropriations.
I think we need authorizations and we may have difficulty
in utilizing the $87,000,000 in the appropriation bill for the
next fiscal year now in conference, but if we have not suf-
ficient funds in the said $87,000,000, I think the next de-
ficiency bill should make provision for work under this act.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I would like to ask the gentle-
man another question with respect to this 70-30 provision.
It has not been brought out here sufficiently clearly, in my
opinion, as to whether or not anything was brought up in
committee with respect to any definite plan whereby these
political subdivisions would be recognized. The expression
is “States or political subdivisions.” Do they have to be town-
ships or counties, or could there be some civic organization
such as a chamber of commerce recognized? If a chamber
of commerce, for instance, should undertake to underwrite
a project or program like this, and to obtain the rights-of-
way, and so forth, would such an organization be acceptable?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. There is not any new law with re-
spect to that matter. The language is the language of ex-
isting law, which provides that States, political subdivisions,
or other responsible local agencies, may give the assurances.
It might be a State, it might be a city, it might be a con-
servancy district, and I am not prepared to say it might
not be a voluntary association, just so the Chief of Engineers
is satisfied that the association can comply with the terms
of the act.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I would like to ask one more
question with reference to the 70-30 provision, and I want
to be sure about this. Here is a community that cannot
raise $1,000,000, and it will take $1,000,000 to buy the rights-
of-way. Most of the money must be paid to farmers and
small property owners along the way. I appreciate the gen-
tleman cannot tell me exactly, but did anything develop in
the committee that would indicate any course the engineers
will take to deal with such a case, because if they are going
to demand that the full $1,000,000 be advanced, a lot of
places will not be able to comply?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I think that is undoubtedly true,
but the President of the United States, as well as the ma-
jority leader, insisted upon the retention of the principle
of local contribution in submitting this proposed plan to
the committee, and that principle has been retained. I
agree with the gentleman that it is going to be difficult
in many cases. For instance, take the reservoirs authorized
along the tributaries of the Ohio. There are probably 50
reservoirs authorized. The Government is not going to
hunt up those local communities to build the reservoirs.
There is going to be competition, and the community that
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will provide the local contribution first and is able to show
that the project is really a desirable project will get the
first reservoir, so that over a period of 5 years the people
who are backward and do not make provision for them-
selves may be delayed in getting their reservoirs, and I will
say furthermore that if there is an emergency where the
local people are required to put up more than the average
that is put up, I would not know of a better opportunity
where the W. P. A, Administrator or the President of the
United States could come to the rescue of those people and
make an allotment to help them over their difficulty out of
relief and emergency funds.

I think I have covered the gentleman’s question as fully
as I can.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I have one other question with
reference to the law passed in August 1937 in the last few days
of the first session of this the Seventy-fifth Congress, which
applies only to the Ohio River, with reference to flood walls
and defenses. At that time we authorized an appropriation
of $24,877,000 as I recall. I understand that that applied
only to cities in the Ohio Valley.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. That applied only to the Ohio Val-
ley, only to emergency projects in the Ohio Basin, and I might
say that the full amount, $24,877,000, has been allocated. It
will take 2 or 3 years to do the work.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. My city of Ironton, Ohio, has the
distinction of being the first city in the United States to avail
itself of that law and get ready and meet all of the require-
ments for a city to come within the provisions of that law.
The work of constructing flood defenses in my city has been
progressing for some few weeks. Is there any difference be-
tween the amounts required to provide the necessary rights-
of-way and to pay the damages in this bill than the amounts
that have been required to be provided to purchase the rights-
of-way and pay the damage under the bill under which the
improvements in my city and other cities are being built?

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Notat all. The same principle ap-
plies to every river, including the Mississippi and the Ohio,
and it is continued. It is the same as in the act of 1936.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio
has expired.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I am glad that the Blue Stone Res-
ervoir is included in this bill. Mr. K, the gentleman from
West Virginia, and I have given this matter a great deal of
attention. We were able to get in the bill of 1936 a pro-
vision ‘that was at that time thought to be sufficient. Later
events challenged the right of the President to purchase
the lands and rights-of-way necessary for this reservoir
and the President was ready to purchase all these lands
and pay for them in full with Federal money. Acting
upon the belief that the President could purchase this
land, the Army engineers went ahead and drew the plans
for the Blue Stone Dam. If this authority had not been
questioned in court, this dam would be well under con-
struction now. This pending legislation will remove all
these questions and I hope that the Army engineers will
be able to go ahead immediately and acquire all needed
lands and proceed to construct this dam. When this reser-
voir is constructed, it will have a tremendous effect on
reducing floods in the New River and the Kanawha and the
Ohio. In case of floods which come into the Ohio largely
from the mountains of West Virginia it is estimated that this
reservoir will take off about 3 feet from the crest of the flood
at the point where the Kanawha River flows into the Ohio.
I favor this bill and shall vote for it. [Applause.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. MorTl.

Mr. MOTT. Mr, Chairman, as Members are aware, I have
been intensely interested in the progress of this bill. I can-

not, of course, deny that a part of that interest lies in the fact
that one of the most important projects authorized by the bill
is located in my own district, but I am interested in this bill—
the 1938 flood-control bill—not merely because it includes a
great and necessary flood-control project in my district—the




1938

Willamette Valley project—but because I recognize in this bill
the first scientific beginning of the solution of the whole fiood-
control problem of the United States.

I have talked to many Members of the House recently abcut
this bill, and I have been somewhat surprised to find how little
opposition there is to it. The reason for that, I think, is to
be found in the reading of the committee’s report on the bill
and the bill itself. I do not believe I have ever read any bill
or any report that has been more scientifically prepared than
the one in this case. In 1936 the Flood Control Committee,
in reporting out the general flood-control bill of that year,
performed an act which, in my opinion, will take its place in
the history of the country as one of the really important acts
of the Congress because in the 1936 bill the Flood Control
Committee set out the first comprehensive plan of flood con-
trol in the United States.

Since that time it has been shown by experience that there
were some defects in the 1936 act. Obviously, no one could
expect perfection in the first effort of the Congress on a sub-
ject so comprehensive and entirely new as this cne. The
committee this year has undertaken to correct, I think, all of
those mistakes. One mistake in the 1936 act was the placing
of so great a burden upon the local communities in the way
of local contributions. That has been corrected largely to the
satisfaction of everyone. Certainly, so far as the Willamette
Valley project is concerned, the amendment to the local con-
tribution provisions of the 1936 act have made all the differ-
ence in the world. Had not these contributions been reduced,
it is doubtful whether we could proceed with the construction
of this great project, which will make the beautiful and fertile
Willamette Valley, where I live, a fairer paradise even than
it now is.

It is a temptation to all of us, I am sure, to want to talk
about the things which are important to our States and which
touch us so closely, but I am going to resist the temptation,
because I do not want to take the time of the House, in so
short a debate upon so comprehensive a bill, in talking about
any one single project included in this great measure. I will
content myself simply by saying that the people of Oregon are
very grateful for the generous consideration which the Wil-
lamette Valley flood-control project has received at the hands
of the Flood Control Committee and the Congress. For 4
years we have worked consistently and persistently for the
result which will be brought about by the enactment of this
bill, and naturally we are happy that this $62,000,000 flood-
control project, which will bring to us so many benefits, has
received final approval and has been made a part of the 1938
flood-control bill.

As the Representative in Congress of the district in which
the Willamette Valley project is located, I wish on this oc-
casion to express to the committee and to the House my own
personal appreciation for the cooperation which has been
given to me here ever since the first flood-control survey of
the Willamette River was authorized. I wish particularly to
acknowledge here the generous service rendered me by my dis-
tinguished colleague, Mr. Smite of Washington, in the Sey-
enty-third Congress, where the first flood-control surveys of
the Willamette and other Pacific northwestern streams were
authorized.

I am sure my colleague will vividly recall that very inter-
esting occasion. It was near the closing days of that session,
‘when the Consent Calendar was being called, and when bill
after bill was being stricken down by objection from the floor,
Mr. Smrte had introduced a bill authorizing a flood-control
survey for the tributaries of the Columbia in the State of
Washington. I had introduced one authorizing a flood-
control survey for the Willamette, which is the principal
tributary of the Columbia in Oregon. Mr. SvuTe’s bill reached
the calendar first, and I was apprehensive lest my own bill
might not be reached on the calendar before adjournment.
So I asked Mr. Smara if he would have any objection to a
slight amendment to his bill. He said he would not, provided
my proposed amendment did not lessen his bill's chance of
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passage. So, when the Smith bill was called, I offered an
amendment to include all of the tributaries of the Columbia
in Oregon as well as in Washington, and to ineclude also the
Columbia itself. The amendment was adopted and the bill
passed; and that bill, as amended, became the authorization
for the Willamette flood-control survey, out of which has
finally come the great project in Oregon, which is a part of
this bill.

Mr. LEAVY, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield be-
fore he takes his seat?

Mr. MOTT. Yes; gladly.

Mr, LEAVY. I am in full accord with everything that the
gentleman has said and which the committee has done in
the matter of this flood control, but in the Western States,
the State in which the gentleman resides and the State I
represent, together with the 11 Western States, where irri-
gation is a great factor, when they were admitted into the
Union the enabling acts and constitutions of the various
States reserved to the States exclusive jurisdiction over all
of the waters of the State. Does this legislation in any way
interfere with those rights?

Mr. MOTT. In my opinion, it interferes in no way with
those rights. I have endeavored to give close study to the
point in which the gentleman is interested, and I think
the gentleman will agree with me that I have been a strong
supporter of reclamation, in which the gentleman’s State is
so vitally concerned.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. And I may say that there is no
occasion to make any reference to those rights, either in
the Willamette Valley, in which the gentleman from Oregon
is interested, or in any other valley.

Mr. MOTT. I am sure the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHITTINGTON] is correct in that conclusion.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not going to talk further about
the bill, because I think nearly everyone here is as fa-
miliar with it as I am, but I did not want to overlook this
occasion to express my appreciation to the members of the
Flood Control Committee for the great work that they have
done in preparing and bringing in this bill. Time, I am
sure, will show that the thanks of Congress and the country
are due to every member of the Flood Control Committee
and particularly to its able chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi, Mr. WHITTINGTON, [Applause.]

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from 